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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART 1 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

1 hytract 
Kerala GoverAMENT SERVANTS CONDUCT RULES -DELEGATION OF 

POWERS UNDER RUB 14 of the KERALA GOVERNMENT 
SERVANTS CONDUCT RULES, 1969 TO HEADS OF 

DEPARTMENTS - ORDERS ISSUED 


PUBLIC (SERVICES - D ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. MS. 228 /71 / PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 9th August 1971 . 


Read -Letter No. C4-14001/71 dated 10-3-1971 from the Inspectos 
General of Police . 

ORDER 
Under Rule 96 of the Kerala Govern dent Servants Conduct Rules, 
1960 Government hereby delegate , to the Head of a Department powers 
under Rule 14 of the Kerala Government Servants Conduct Rules, ISGO EO 
permit the members o his staff to collect funds from among themselves for 
the specific purpose of affording financial relief 10 the members of the 
family of a deceased Government servant in his departinent. 

By order of the Governor, 
G. BHASKARAN Nane 

Special Secretary 
То 

The Inspector General of Police 
All Heads of Depar ments and Offices 
All Officers of the Secretariat 
All l epar ment (all Sections ) of the Secretariat 
The Registrar, High Court, Ernakulam (with C. L.) 
The Registrar, University of Kera a 
The Registrar, University of Calicut 
The Se rea y, Kerala Public Se vice Commissio :) 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board 
The General Manager , Kerala Stare Road 

Transport Corporatio 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The Secretary to the Governor 
The Private Secretarie , to the Chief Minister and other initos 
The Ste ographers t, tie Chief Secretary and Additional Cliel 

Secretary 
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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 971. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


PUBLIC SERVICES - RECRUITMENT TO PUBLIC SERVICE - DELAY IN 
THE MATTER OF RECRUITMENT - MINIMISING OF 

ORDERS ISSUED 


PUBLIC (SERVICES D ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (MS.) No. 232 /71 /PD . 

Datod, Trivandrum , 12th August 1971. 


Read :-1. Circular No.3/69/ PD dated 8-10-1969. 

2. G. O. (MS) 112/71 /PD dated 22-4-1971. 
3. Letter No AII (2 ) 2887171 dated 15-2-1971 from the 

Kerala Public Service Commission . 


ORDER 
With a view to minimising the delay in the recruitinent of candidates 
to various posts in public service , Government in consultation with the 
Public Service Commission , are pleased to is ue the following orders : 

1. The Appointing Authorities should report to the Public Service 
Commission the vacancies estimated for one year in each category of posts 
separately by the 1st June every year. If no vacancies are anticipated a 
nil report should invariably be sent. 

2. Any change made in the qualifications, age or method of appoint 
ment etc., prescribed for a post after the issue of the notification by the 
Public Service Coinmission inviting applications in the Gazette in respect of 
that post will be given effect to for future selections only . 

3. The Appointing Authorities should exercise extreme diligence and 
accuracy in reporting vacancies to the Public Service Commission 

When 
once the vacancies are reported to the Commission , they should either be 
cancelled nor reduced . They should also note that ihe date of occurrence 
of the vacancy should be treated as the crucial date for deciding the method 
ofappointment. The practice, if any, of filling up vacancies by prou otion / 
transfer after reporting the vacancies to the Commission should also be dis 
continued . 

By order of the Governor, 

K. P. K.MENON , 

Chief Secretary. 
G. 1705 


To 


The Appointing Authorities 
All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Officers of the Secretariat 
All Departments (all Sections) of the Secretariat 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, High Court, Ernakulam 
The Registrar, University of Kerala 
The Resis rar, University of Calicut 
The General Manager, 

Kerala State Road Transport Corporation 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The Secretary to the Governo 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other Ministers 
The Stenographers to the Chief Secretary and Additional Chief 

Secretary 
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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
DEPARTMENTAL TESTI - DATE OF PASSING--- RECKONING OP 

FOR PROMOTION - ORDERS PASSED 


PUBLIC (SERVICES- D) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. ( LAS ) No. 235/71/PD . Dated . Trivandrum , 14th August 1971. 


Read : 1. G. P. R. Dis. 14356 /57/PD . , dati d 28.9-1957. 

2. G. O. (AIS ) 472/PD ., dated 20-4-1959. 
3. Letter No. AII( ) 12040/71 dated 30-7-1971 from the 
Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission . 

ORDER 
In part 2 of the G. P. read as fuus: piper above , it has been dered 
that in cases where the passing of an cxamination or test confers on a 
Governmentservant the title to any right, benefit or concession , they should 
be deemed to have accrued on the day following the last day of the examina .. 
tion or test which he had passed and where the examination or test can be 
passed in instaliments. the title to the right, be ctitor concession will be 
deemed to have accrued on the day following the last day of the examination 
in the subject or subjects in which he had passed it has also been ordered 
that the above practice be adopted in the Kerala Stare with effect from 
1-11-1956 so far as the drawal of increment is concerned . In the GO , read 
as second paper, the above practice has been adopted for purposes of pro 
motions also subject to the condition that it does not involve chat gre of 
duties and other conditions Seccified therein . According to the exi ting 
orders a junior person who completes a departmental test by pa s ng the 
first paper becomes eligible for promotion from an earlier date han his 
senior who completes the test by passing the last paper of the test cven 
though both appear for the same test held at the same time and the result of 
which is published on he same date. This will crcare an anomaly is that 
the senior will lose his seniority in the higher grade by virtue of the carlier 
promotion of his junior to that grade. 

2. Government have camined the case and are pleased to order that 
the title to the right, benefit or concession contemplated in the Government 
Orders read above should be deemed to have accrued only on the day follow 
ing the last day of thewhole exemination in which one snccessfully completed 
the test by passing one or more subjects . 

By order of the Coverots , 

K. RAJAGOPALAN , 

Joint Secretary. 
G. 1728 . 

P. TO: 


TO 


The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission (with C. L.) 
All Heads of Departments and Ofices . 
All Officers of the Secretariat . 
All Departments ( 11 Sections) of the Secretariat. 
The Regis rar, High Cout. Érnakulam . (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, Unive: sity ofKerala (with C L.) 
The Registrar, Uni esiiy of Calicut (with C.L.) 
The Secret ry, Kerala State Electricity Board (with C. L.) 
The generalManager, Kerala State Road Transport Corporation 

(with C. L.) 
The Advocate General. Ernakulam (with C. L.) 
The Private Secrctarics to Chic Minister an 1 other Ministers . 
The Stenographers to Chief Secretary and Additional Chief Secretary . 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare (A ) Dopartment 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 27114/A2/71/LSWD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 21st July 1971, 
The award of the State Arbitration Board , Trivandrum in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of the Kumbazha Estate, Malayalam 
Plantations Ltd., Pathanamthitta and their workmen represented by the 
Eastern Estate Workers Union (INTUC ) Pathanamthitta received by 
Government on 17-7-1971 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor , 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Joint Secretary 


Before the State Arhitration Board , Trivandrum 

Present 1 
Sri. A. Kunjukrishna Pillai, I. A. S. (Retd .,) - Chairman . 
Sri. C. M.Mathew , B. A. B. L ..-- Member. 
Sri. V. V. Subramonia Iyer, B. A. B. L.,-Member. 

IR 
ARBITRATION CASE No. A. B. 6/69 . 

Between 

THE MANAGEMENT 
Op KUMBAZHA ESTATE - MALAYALAM PLANTATIONS LTD., 

PATHANAMTHITTA 

And 
THE EASTERN ESTATE WORKERS UNION ( INTUC ), 

PATHANAMTHITTA. 
Representation : 
1. Sri. V. M. Mathew , 

Bar-at-law 
C /o . M /s. Menon and Pai, 

For Management 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 
2. Sri B. K. Nair, 
INTUC ., 

For the Union . 
Alleppey . 
G. 1634 
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AWARD 
This case has been referred to this Board for arbitration under Section 
10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 .by Government Notification 
No. 36185/H2/09/LSWD dated 28-10-1969. The dispute which gave rise to 
the reference originated as early as 1962 and it would appear that it was 
pending before the then Labour Commissioner for atbitration . Since that 
did not fructify, the matter has now come before us. The matter referred 
relates to (1) ( he dismissal of two workmen , Ramayya (588) and Odayar 
(493 ) and (2 ) the demand for gratuity of three female workers namely, 
Valliamma (344 ), Rosamma of Subramonian Kangany and Rajamma (867 ) 
of Chelliah Kangany. 

2. We will take up the case of the dismissals first. Ramayya and 
Odayar were both field workers employed in No. 1 Division of Kumbazha 
Estate which is a tea estate. Both of them had put in more than 12 years 
of service . Ramayya was dismissed on 18-9-1962 after a domestic enquiry . 
Odayarwas disinissed on 26-6-1962 also after a domestic enquiry . Theenquiries 
in both cases were conducted by the Superintendent of the Estate, Mr. R.M. 
Lawson . The enquiry record is Ext. Mi. It was marked subject to proof 
during the cro s examination ofWW2. It is ouly a copy and the original is 
not forthcominy. The Union does not accept the genuineness of Ext. Mi. 
The only witness examined by the Management to prove the enquiry is 
MW2. He had acted as interpreter. Even he does not vouch for its genui 
neness. In the absence of an authentic record of the enquiry proceedings the 
positiov is that we have to dispose of the case solcly on the evidence adduced 
before us. 

3. Ramaya (588 ).- The misconduct alleged against Ramayya which led 
to his dismissal is that he kept more cattle than was permitted . It is said 
that the rules permitted only one cow and a calf for every 15 worker and 
that Ramayya had 2 cows and a calf for which he had no authority. The 
pleadings are not very clear on this point but that is what is sought to be 
made out in the evidence and in the argument before us, 

4. Ramayya is WW2. He admits that he had two cows and a calf at 
the relevant time but says that as soon as he was informed that he is not 
allowed to keep more than one cow , he sold away the extra cow to an out 
sider by name Thomas. Hefurther says that the cow he sold to Thomas 
might have come back to the estate by force ofhabit and that he should not 
beLeld liable for it. He also says thathundreds of cattle belonging to people 
in the neighbourhood of the estate come freely into the estate for grazing 
since there is no fencing around the estate to prevent such entry . He adds 
that he had iepeatedly asked Thomas to take particular care that, the cow 
does not come back to the estate . MW3, Chellayya is the witness who 
speaks to the management s case. He is the cattle keeper in the estate, who 
reported to the Management thai Ramayya was keeping excess cattle. His 
evidence shows that it was only because he saw three cows in the court yard 
of Ramayya thathe inferred that the latter was keeping all three of them 
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(one of them was admittedly a call). He however admits that Ramayya had 
told him that he had sold an ay one of the cows and further that even cows 
that are sold to outsiders come to the estate for grazing and lie down in front 
of the Worker s quarters. In this State of the evidence, it is difficult to hold 
that Ramayya had kept an extra cow and thereby contravened the rules of 
the estate. Learned Consel for the Management Sri. V. M.Mathew 
strenuously argues that there is no prooffor the alleged sale of the cow except 
the interested testimony ofRamayya . We sce no force in this argument in 
view of the admission of MW3 that Ramayya had told him about the sale at 
the earliest opportunity . It is also important to note that nobody says that 
the cow was tethered in Ramayya s premises. 

5. It follows from the above discussion that the Management have 
failed to prove the miscor duct alleged against Ramayya. The result is that 
his dismissal has to be set aside. We do so and also order his reinstatement . 
Though reinstatement would normally carry with it the right to back wages 
also, having regard to the long pendency of this dispute extending for about 
à decade, we feel that the requirements of justice would be met if the worker 
is awarded 6 month wages , especially when there is no proof that he had 
remained unemploved for the whole period. He will however have conti 
nuity of service . The wages to be paid will be at the rate obtaining at 
present. 

6. Odayar (+93) . The charge against Odayar was that on 21-6-1962, 
he caused damage to 25 tea bushes in the course of pruning by cutting them 
below a cerain level contrary to instructions and thereby splitting the 
branches. According to the Management, he had committed the same thing 
twice previously and had been given warnings for the same. Since such acts 
would be ruinous to the plants , the misconduct was grave enough to merit 
the punishmentof dimissal. The management s case is spoken to byMWI, 
Damod Iran Kangani who was supervising the work . Odayar is WW1. He 
adm ts the damage caus d to the plants but says that it was not deliberate 
and was due to inexperience and lack of skill. His grievance is that he 
should have been sent ba k for field work and not dismissed straight away . 
He also says that MWI was iniir ically disposed towards him as they be 
longed to rival trade unions. It has come in evidence that all the workers 
are initially recruited for field work and only a select few from among them 
who have the requisite amcunt of physical strength , skill and exp rience are 
sent for pruning or factory wo k . These latter carry slightly higher wages. 
Odayar was a field worker from 1950 onwards. When he was sent for pru 
ning work in 1962 and his work was found to be unsatisfac ory . the Manage 
ment could have reverte him as a field worker. That this is the usual 
practice is admitted by MWI. Odayar also says that he is willing for it 
Further it is also seen that the task allotted for a way is the pruning of 160 
180 bushes. Out of this, ada.ittedly damage hal been calisd only to 25 
bushes and even this dam g : was not altogether irremediable according to 
the evidence . Of course, if we were satisfied that Odayar had i flcted the 
damage wilfully , we would certainly be prepared to uphold the action of the 


Management. But we are unable to come to such a conclusion on the 
materials placed before us and the circumstances adverted to above. It is 
true that he had been warned once or twice previously for such conduct, but 
what is surprising is that he should have been sent for the same work when 
alternative work was available. In these circumstances, we consider that the 
punishment of dismissal is unconscionable and out of all proportion to the 
misconduct alleged . 

7. We accordingly direct the reinstatement of this worker also with back 
wages for 6 months and with continuity of service as in the case of Ramayya. 
He will however be sent for field work from where he came. 
8. Thedemand for gratuily of the female workers.-- Valliamma, Rosamma and 

Rajamma: 
(1) Valliamma. - She was a plucker in No. 2 Division . She was dis 
missed on 30-4-1962 for absence without leave for more than 10 days. There 
was an enquiry in which she did not participate. We are not concerned 
with the propriety of the dismissal butonly with her claim for gratuity . 

Ext. M2 is copy of the Industry-wide settlement which provides for 
gratuity . It is dited 9-2-1962. Clause (1) of Ext. M2 provides that 
gratuity shall be payable to all employees who have completed 10 years or 
more of continuous service at the rate of 15 days wages based on the last 
drawn wage rate immediately preceding the date on which gratuity becomes 
payable, for every year of service, subject to a maximum of 12 months 
wages. Clause (2) (a ) provides for payment of gratuity in cases of voluntary 
retirement also . In view of the fact that the termination of service of 
Valliamma was after the date of Ext. M2, she is clearly entitled to its bene 
fits provided she had the requisite qualifying period of service which is 
10 years. At the time of the hearing, learned counsel for the Management 
very fairly conceded that she satisfies that requirement. We accordingly 
allow her claim for gratuity. She will be entitled to receive the amount due to 
her as per Ext. M2, on proof of her identity through the Union . 

(2) Rosamma of Subramanian Kangany .-- She was also a plucker in No. 2 
Division. The termination of her service was on 31-10-1961, before the date 
of Ext. M2 settlement and therefore she is not entitled to take advantage of 
it. It is however argued on her behalf that there was a long established 
practice amounting to a custom in the estate to pay gratuity in all cases of 
iermination of service even before Ext. M2 came into force. This is stoutly 
denied by the Management. The alleged practice or custom is notmade 

Ui. The only evidence for it is what wW3 (Union Secretary) swears and 
he as ertions made in some letters sent by the union such W4 and 
ixt. W6. The evidence of WW3 is very vague. He does not speak to any 
particuiar instances where such gratuity was paid in this estate . Hemerely 
ays there was such a practice. Again the alleged practice or custom has 
wit been specifically pleaded in the claim statement of the Union . On the 
other hand we find it cmphatically denied by theManagement as early as in 
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1960 in Ext. W14 which is a document produced by the Union . Further 
more, the preamble of Ext. M2 would also show that the practice of paying 
gratuity obtained only in the Malabar area . 

In the above circumstances, the clair for gratuity of Rosamma has to 
be and is hereby disallowed . 

( 3) Rajamma of Chelliah Kangany.--She was a tapper . She was dischar 
ged after enquiry on 1-6-1962. Since the said discharge is alter Ext. M2, 
she can base her claim for gratuity only on Ext.M2. There is no case for 
the Union that she had put in the qualifying period of service, namely 
10 years . 

The attempt however is to bring her case under clause 
(2 ) sub clause (b ) of Ext. M2 which speaks of retirement after one year of 
service on account of permanent total disablement due to accident or disease . 
Exis, W1, W2, W7, W9, W10, W11, W12 and W13 are the documents relied 
on in this connection . All these documents would only show that she was 
suffering from a prolonged illness which necessitated treatment in various 
Hospitals. Ext. W10 is the document most strongly relied on by the Union . 
It purports to be copy of a medical certificate dated 21-5-1962 issued by the 
Honorary Asistant Surgeon of the Government Hospital in Mayuram . It 
states " Rajamma is under treatment for chronic Brancotis pain chest and 
giddiness and that she is unable to attend to her duties. She is not perf :ctly 
fit to work as a labourer in view of her lung condition " . Even as uming 
that Ext. W10 can be acted upon without examining the doctor, it is insuffi 
cient to prove " permanent total disablement due to accident or diesase " . 
Again , there is considerable force in the argument of learned counsel for the 
Management that such medical certificates, if accepted would lead to their 
misuse on a large scale ad that medical certificates, issued by their own 
estate doctor should be insisted upon . More than all, Rajamma also has not 
gone into the box to speak to her case . For all these reasons, we are con 
strained to disallow her claim alio . 

In the result, an award is passed on the above terms. It shall come into 
force on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in the Government Gazette . 

Signed this day of 14th July, 1971 . 
Sri A. Kunjukrishna Pillai, Chairman , (Sd.) 
Sri C. M.Mathew , 

Member . (Sd .) 
Sri V. V. Subramonia Iyer , Member. ( Sd.) 


APPENDIX 


SCHEDULE 


I. Witnesses on behalf of the Union : 

1. WWI. Sri Odayar. 
2. WW2. Sri Ramaiah . 
3. WW3. Sri C. P. Cleetus . 
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II. Witnesses on behalf of the Management: 

1. MWI. Sri Damodaran Kangany .. 
2 . MW2. Sri T. G.George-- Assistant Conductor. 
3. MW3. Sri Chelliah - Cattle Feeder. 

II. SCHEDULE OF EXHIBITS: 
I. On the Workers side : 
Wi. True copy of petition dated 18-4-1962 submitted to the 

Superintendent of the Kumbazha Estate by Smt. Rajamma. 
W2. True copy of petition dated 22-5-1962 sent by Smt. 

Rajamma to the Superintendent of the Kumbazha Estate . 
W3. Letter dated 18-10-1961 sent by the Superintendent of the 

Kumbazha Estate to Smt. Rosamma. 
W4. True copy of letter dated 21-9-1961 sent to the Superinten 

dent, Kumbazha Estate by the Vice - President, Eastern 

Estate Workers Union . 
W5. Reply from the Superintendent of the Estate to W4. 
W6. True copy of letter dated 20-11-1961 sent to the Superin 

tendent, Kumbazha Estate by the Vice -President, Eastern 
Estate Workers Union regarding the gratuity to Smt. 

Rajamma. 
W7. True copy of discharge certificate issued to Smt. Rajamma 

on 7-10-1961by the Assistant Surgeon , Government Dis . 

pensary, Pathanamthitta . 
W8. Notice dated 2-11-1961 issued to Smt. Rosamma by the 

Superintendent, Kumbazha Estate. 
W9. True copy of petition dated 16-10-1961 given to the 

Superintendent of the Estate by Smt. Rosamma. 
W10 . True copy of certificate dated 21-5-1962 issued to Smt. 

Rajamma by the Medical Officer, Government Hospital 

Mayuram . 
W11. True copy of petition dated 21-5-1962 sent to the Superin 

tendent, Kumbazha Estate , by Sri Rassiah , brother of 

Smt. Rajamma regarding her gratuity . 
W12. Copy of petition dated 9-4-1962 sent by Smt. Rajamma 

from the Hospital to the Superintendent of the Kumbazha 
W13. True copy of petition dated 12-6-1962 sent by Smt. 

Rajamma to the Estate Superintendent. 
W14. Petition dated 24-9-1960 sent to the Superintendent, 

Kumbazha Estate by Smt. Valliamma which is endorsed 
back to her by the Superintendent, 


Estate . 
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On the Management s side: 
1. MI. Copy of enquiry proceedings conducted by themanagement 

against the dismissed workers Sarvasree Ramayya and 

Odayar, Valliamma and Rajamma. 
2 : M2. True copy ofMemorandum of settlement dated 9-2-1962 

reached at Kottayam between the Mauagement and work 
men of the Plantations regarding the gratuity to the 
Plantation Labour in Kerala . 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971 
PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour and Social Welfare (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No.23696/ B1 /71 /LSWD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 31st July 1971. 
Whereas , in the opinion of the Goveroment the rules of the Provident 
Fund of establishment Viz ., Messrs. Cochin Refineries Ltd., Ambalamugal, 
P. B. 1751, Cochin -16 (hereinafter referred to as the said establishment) with 
respect to the rates of contribution are not less favourable than those speci 
fied in section 6 of the Employees Provident Funds Act 1952 (Central Act 19 
of 1952) and the employees in the said establishment are also in enjoyment 
of other retirement benefits which on the whole are not less favourable to the 
employees than the benefits provided in the said Act, or the Employees 
Pr vident Funds Scheme, 1952 , in relation to the employees in any ther 
establishment of similar character ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) of 
sub - section ( 1) of Section 17 of the Employees Provident Funds Ac 1952 
( Central Act 19 of 1952) the Government of Kerala hereby exempt M /s. 
Cochin Refineries Ltd., Ambalamugal, P. B. 1751, Cochin - 16 , from the 
operation of the provisions of the Employees Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 
subject to the conditious specified in sub section (3 ) of Section 17 of the 
said Act and also to the conditions specified in the schedule annexed here:o . 


SCHEDULE 
1. Within three months from the date of publication of this notification 
the rules of the Provident Fund Management in respect of the establis irent 
shall be amended to provide for the following and a Board constituted 
accordingly. 

2 (a ) The fund shall vest in a Bo rd of Trustees under a valid instrument 
adequately safeguarding the interests of the Employees and such instrument 
shall be duly registered under section 5 of the Indian Trusts Act, 1882. 

(b ) The Board of Trustees shall consist of an equal number of 
representatives of the employees and the employer and all questions coming 
before the Board shall be decided by the majority of votes. 
3. The Board shall be constituted in the following manner . 

(i) Number of members.-- (a ) The number of Trustees in a Board shall 
be so fixed to afford as fır as possible representation to workers in various 
branches /departments of the establishments : 

G. 1696 . 


Provided that the number of trustees in the Board shall not be less than 
six and not more than twelve . 

(b ) In the case of a common Prov dent Fund for a group oftwo or 
more establishments under the same employer one Board may be constituted 
for all such estab.ishments provided that the employees of each establish 
ment shall be entitled to elect a trustee in the Board . 

( ii) Employer s Representatives :—The employer shall nominate his repres 
entatives from among the officers employed in managerial or administrative 
capacity in the establishment, 

( iii) Election of employees representatives :-The representatives of the 
employees shall be elected by the members of the fund in an election to be 
held for the purpose on any working day : 

Provided that wherever there is a Union recognised under the code of 
discipline, such union shall nominate the employees representatives : 

Provided further that where there is no such recognised Union , the 
representative Union , if any exiting under any law regulating the recogni 
tion of worker s Union , shall nominate the employees representatives : 

Provided also that where there is neither a recognised Union nor a 
representative Union of workers, any Union existing in the establishment 
and qualified for recognition by the employer shall nominate the employees 
representatives. Where there is more than one such Union , the procedure 
laid down in the IndustrialDisputes ( Central) Rules, 1947 for the election of 
the workers representatives on the Works Committee, shall be followed 
with such modincations as may be considered necessary by the Regional/ 
State Provident Fund Commissioner . 

(iv) Qieclifications of candidates for election :-(1) Any member of the 
fund who is not less than 21 years of age may , if nom nated as herein before 
provided , be a candidate for election as an employees representative ; 

(2) An out-going trustee shall be eligible for re-election or re-nomi 
nation as the case may be. 

(v ) Disqualification of a trustee :-A person shall be disqualified for being 
a trustee of the Board 

(a ) If he is declared to be of unsound mind by a competent 
court , or 

(b ) If he is an undischarged insolvent or 

(c) li he has been convicted of an offence involving moral turpitude: 

(vi) The term of office of the Trustees shall be five years and they 
shall be eligible for re-nomination or re-election for any further term , 
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4. The company may remove any Trustee nominated by it at any time 
without assigning any reason and may nominate another persons in the 
vacancy caused . The new Trustee shall hold office for the remaining 
unexpired period of the term of the trustee so removed . 

5. The Management, administration and control of the fun I shall in all 
respects, be vested in the Trustees of the Fund . 
. 6. No trustee shall be responsible or chargeable save and except for 
money actually received by him not-withstanding the fact that he has signed 
any receipt for the sake of conformity or otherwise, nor shall be responsible 
or chargeable for the acts, defaults or negligence of his co - trusteet or any of 
them for any loss unless the same is brought about by his own wilful act 
or omission 

7. Every Trustee shall be indemnificd by the Company against all pro 
ceedings, suits , claims, costs, damages and expenses occasicned by any claim 
in connection with the fund not arising from his own negligence, or fraud . 

8. Chairman of the Board: The employer shall nominate one of his re 
presentatives in the Board to be the Chairman of ihe Board. In the event 
of an equality of votes, the Chairman shall exercise a casting vote . 

9. " Filling of casual vacancies : - In the event of a Trustee elected or nomi 
nated , ceasing to be a trustee during the tenure of the Board by reason of 
death, resignation , disqualification for any other reasons, a succes or shallbe 
elected or nominated as the case may be, in the manner herein before pro 
vided for election or nomination . 

10. Reference to Regional Provident Fund Commissioner:-If any dispute or 
doubt arises in respect of constitution of the Burrd of Trustees, the matter 
shall be referred to the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner in whose 
region the Head Office of the establishment is situated and his decision in 
the matter shall be final and binding 

11. The employer shall maintain accounts of the Fund in such manner 
and submit such returns to the Regional Commissioner as the Central 
Provident Fund Commissioner (hereinafter referred to as the Central Com 
missioner ) may , from time to time, direct. 

12. The employer shall furnish to the Regional Commissioner such 
accounis relating to the fund as the Central Commissioner muy prescribe 
from time to time. He shall also furnish an annu I sta ement of account or 
pass book in such form as may be approvedby the Regional Commissioner , 
to each subscriber who , but for the exemption granted under this notifica 
tion , would have been a member of the Provident Fund established under 
the Employees Provident Funds Scheme, 1952. 

13. The employer shall transfer the moni hly contributions to the Board 
of Trustees within tifteen days of the close of the month, failing which he 
shall pay interest to the Board at the following rates. 


PERIOD OF DEFAULT 


No. of 
defaults 


Over One Over one 
month month 
or less 

upto two 
months 


Over two Over three Over four Over five 

months months months months 
upto three upto four upte five 
months months months 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) 


( 1) 


(2 ) 


( 3 ) 


5 % of 
10 % of 


1st 
default 

2nd 
default 

3rd 
default 

4th 
default 

5th 
default 

6th 
default 


15 % of 20 % of 25 % of 
arrears arrears arrears 

20 % of 25 % of 
arrears arrears 
25 % of 
arrears 


10 % of 
arrears 
15 % of 
arrears 
20 % of 
arrears 
25 % of 
arreurs 


2 % of 
arrears arrears 

5 % 
arrears arrears 
10 % of 15 % of 
air- ars arrears 
15 % of 20 % of 
arrears arreurs 
20 % of 25 % of 
arears arrears 
25 % of 
arrears 


14. The employer shall invest all accumulations in the Fund accruing 
after the date of exemption granted under this notifica ion in securities of the 
Central/State Government. The re -investment or conversion of securities 
on maturity shall also be in securities of the Central/State Governments. 
The employer shall formulate a procedure for prompt investment of the 
fund money and shall have it approved by the Regional Commissioner. 

15. The employer shall afford such facilities for inspection of the 
accounts of the fund as the Central Commissioner may, from timeto time, 
specify . 

16. All expenses involved in the administration of the Fund including 
the maintenance of accounts, submission of accounts and returns, transfer of 
accumulations and payment of inspection charges shall be borne by the 
employer . 

17. The employer shall display on the notice board of the establishment 
in english a copy of the rules of the fund as and when amended and a 
Transl . tion of the salient points thereof in the language of the majority of the 
employees. 

18. The employer shall within 3 months of the date of publication of 
this notification transfer to the Board the accumulations standing to the 
credit of the employees who , but for the exemption granted would have been 
members of the statutory fund . 

19. When the fund is wound up or exemption of the e tablishment is 
cancelled , accumulations standing to the credit of the employees who, but 
for the exemption ,would have been members of the statutory fund shall be 
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transferred to that fund as soon as possible and , in any case, not later than 
30 days in the case of securities and not later than ten days in the case of 
cash in hand or book after the date of caucellation of the exemption together 
with a statement or statements as may be required by the Regional 
Commissioner . 

20. The employer shall accept the past Provident Fund accumulations 
ofan employee who is already a member of the statutory fund or a Provid 
ent Fund of an exempted establishment and who subsequently obtains 
employment in his establishment. Such an employee shall immediately be 
admitted as a member of the Fund and his accumulation shall be trans 
ferred to the Fund within 3 months of his joining the establishment and shall 
be credited to his account. 

21. The rules of the Fund shall provide for nomination in accordance 
with the provisions contained in paragraph 61 of the Employees Provident 
Funds Scheme, 1952. 

22. The amount of contributions shall be calculated to the nearest 
quarter of rupee, that 12 5 paise or more shall be counted as the next higher 
quarter of a rupee and fractions of a rupee less than 12.5 paise shall be 
ignored . The amount of inspection charges and damages shall be rounded 
upto the nearest 5 paise, that is 2.5 paise or more shall be counted as 5 
paise and any amountless than 2.5 paise shall be ignored . 

23. On all repayable loans granted by the establishment interest shall be 
charged at the rate of 41 % or 1 per cent above the rate allowed on the 
balance to the credit of the members, whichever is higher . 

24. The employer shall pay to the Regional Commissioner inspection 
charges payable to him , failing which damages shall be paid at such rate 
not exceeding twenty - five per cent of the amount due as may be fixed by 
the State Government from time to time. 

25. The establishment shall enhance the rate of provident fund contri 
buljons proportionately if the statutory rate of such a class of establishment 
is enhanced under the first provision to section 6 of the Employees 
Provident Funds Act, 1952 so that the benefits under the scheme of the 
establishment may not become less favourable than the benefits under the 
statutory employees Provident Fund. 

26. Notwithstanding anything contained in the Provident Fund Rules 
of the establishment, if the amount payable to any member upon his ceasing 
to be an employee of the establishment by way of employer s and the 
employees Contributions plus interest thereon taken together with the 
amount, if any, payable under the gratuity pension rules, b . less than the 
amount that would be payable as employer s and employees contributions 
plus interest thereon , if he were a member of the Provident Fund under the 
Employees Provident Funds Scheme (hereinafter referred to as the statutory 
fund ) the enployer shall pay the difference to the member as compensation 
special contribution . 

G. 1696 
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27. No amendment of the rules of the fund excepting those indicated 
above shall be made without the previous approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. Where a y amendment proposed in the 
said rules is likely to affect the interest of the employees, the Regional Com 
missioner shall before giving his approval give a reasonable opportunity to 
the employees to explain their point of view . 

28. The employer shall furnish to the Regional Commissioner every year 
the audited balance sheet of the Provident Fund. 

29. Exemption granted by this Notification may be withdrawn for 
breach of any of the aforesaid conditions or for any other sufficient cause 
which may be considered appropriate . 

By order of the Governor, 
C. K. KOCHUKOSHY , 

Secretary, 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971 . 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Social Welfare (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24977/A3/71 /LSWD. 

Datrd, Trivandrum , 8th July 1971 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute be . 
ween the Managemeit of M s. Conuno Wealth Trust Lid ., Calicut and 
their workmen represen :ed by the Mercantile Employees associa ion . 
Calicut received by Goveriunento 3-7-1971 is hereby publi hed undee 
Secio 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV 
of 1947). 

By order of the Governor , 

S. NADARAJAN, 

Joint Secretary . 
in the Labour Court, (Kerala State) Quilon . 

Camp : Calicut 
Dated this the 12th day of May, 1971 

Present 
SHRI A , T , KUNHIKORA , B. A., P.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 53 66 . 

Betrveen 

THE MANAGEMENT 
or Ms. COMMOA WEALTH Trust LTD., CALICUT. 

And 

THE WORK MEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY THE MERCANTILE 
EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION , CALICUT 

AWARD 
This is an Industrial Dispute between the Management of Ms. Com 
monucalth Trust Ltd , Calicut and the workmen of the above concern 
represented by the Mercntile Employees Associatio i, Calicut ove the 
reifenchment of four peons namely Sarvasice Godfred Abel, K. Balan , 
K. Sankarankutty and p. Kiislamacius who were working in the above 
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mentioned concern referred to this Court for adjudication under Section 
10 (1) (c ) of the Industria ! Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 , by 
the Government of Kerala , in their Order, Health and Labour ( 11) Depari 
ment G.O. Rt. No. 2000 /66 /HLD , Trivandruni, dated 3-6-196 .. 

2. In pursuance of notice issued , the part.es entered appearance and 
put in their respective statements . Soine evidence was also adduced by the 
partics. 

3. The case of the union is that the above mentioned wo: kunen were 
working as peons in the above concern and their services were ti rmi ated 
without any notice and that the termination of service was unjustifiable . 
The union therefore prays that an order directing to reinstate the peons may 
be passed by this Court. 

4. The case of the management is that for reasons of cco omy, the 
services of the peons were dispensed with and it was a bo.afide action or 
the part of the management, and that the management have powers to do 
So. It is also stated by the management that they were retrenched and they 
were given retrenchment compensation and notice pay and that they have 
also accepted the sime without any protest. 

5. Today when the case was taken up , a memorandum of seltlene.it 
shown as a inexure to this Award is filed by the parties to the dispute ser ling 
the matter out of Court and it is requested by the pa :ties that an award 
may be pas cd in terms of te sertlement. As the matter has been settled 
out of Court, in terms of he stipulatio is in the memorandum of s t lement, 
there is no industrial dispute now tor adjudication before this Court. The 
terms of the settlement also scem to be reasonable . Under the circumstances 
an a.vard is pass d in terms of the stipulations mentioned in t.e rcmoian 
dum of settlement. 

This award will come into force oa the expiry of 30 days after its publi 
cation in the Government gazette . 

A. T. KUNNikora , 

Présiding Officer 


ANNEXU RE 
In the Labour Court, lnilon . 

J. D. No. 53 of 1966 , 
In tlıc matter of the industrial dispute between the Management 
of the Commonwealth Trui Ltd., Calicut and their 

korkmen represented by the Mercantile 

Employees Association , Calicu . 

JCI: T STATEMLXT FILED LY THE L ARTIES 
1. The issue refcrrel for adjudication is retrenchment of the following 
lorPORS: 
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Shri Godfred Abel, 

K. Balan Nair , 

K. Sankarankutty, 
(iv ) P. Krishnadas. 

2. In furtherance of the settlercent dated 1st September 1970 and 
the understanding reached between the parties regarding the question i 
volved in respect of the dispute , they have settled the dispute on the follow 
ing terms and conditions. 

A. The Management agrees to pay the four peons covered by the 
reference an amount equivalent to the gratuity under the Kerala Industrial 
Employees Payment of Gratuity Act, 1970 in addition to the retrenchment 
compensation payable under Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, which has already been tendercd /paid in full and final settlement of 
the claims of the four persons. The amount payable/balance amgiint payable 
to the four persons are indicated hereunder : 

Rs. 
(i) Shri Go Ifred Abel 

1,641.98 
(ii) K. Bulan Nair 

644.55 
(i ) K. Sankarankutty 

47.6+ 
P. Krishnadas 

500.00 
B. The Unioa agrees that the four persons covered by the reference 
have no fu:ther claims monetary or otherwise agaiust the manageinea , 
excep ; that if at any future di te, the Management has need to employ any . 
one in the same category as the said retrenched employces, they will all 
be given an opportunity as per Section 23 H of the Indu trial Disputes 
Act, 

C. The part es pray that an award be pa sed, in tuins of the settle 
ment contained herein above . 

Dated this the 12th day ofNovember, 1970 . 
The Commonwealth Trust Lid ., 

For Alle Mercantile 
Einployees Association. 


93 


99 


99 


(Sd.) 

(Sd.) 
P. V. KARUNAKARAN , 

General Secretais, 
Asit. General Manager in India . 
For Toc Connonwealth Trust Ltd., For The Mercantile Employees 
Calicut. 

Associatica, Calicut 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART 1 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24969/A3/71/LSWD. 

Dated, Tricandrum , 8th July 1971 
The award of the Labour Couri, Quilon in respect of the disput 
between the General Manager, Western India Cottons Ltd., Pappinisseri 
Cannanore District and their workmen represented by the Secretary, Wester! 
India Cottons National Labour Union , Pappinisseri, Cannanore Distric 
received by Government on 3-7-1971 is hereby published under Section 1 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 

S.NAGARAJAN , 
Joint Secrelary. 


4 


In the Labour Court, (Kerala State ) Quilon 

Camp: Cannanore 
Dated this the 14th day of May, 1971 

Present: 
SHRI A. T. KUNHIKORA B. A., B ) L., 

Prosiding Oficer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 126/69 

Between 
THE GENERAL MANAGER , 
WESTERN INDIA COTTONS LIMITED , PAPPINISSERI 

CANNANORE DISTRICT 

And 

5THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY THE SECRETARY , 
WESTERN INDIA COTTONS NATIONAL LABOUR UNION , 
PAPPINISSERI, CANNANORE DISTRICT . 

AWARD 
This is an Industrial Dispute between the General Manager, Western 
India Cottons Limited , Pappinisseri, Cannanore District and the workmen 
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of the above concern represented by the Secretary , Western India Cottons 
National Labour Union , Pappinisseri, Cannanore District over the termina 
tion of services ofSri K. P. Abdul Aziz , who was working as the Doff carrier 
in the above concern referred t this Court for ..djudication under 
Sction 10 (1) (c) of the Industrial Di putes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV 
of 1917) by the Government of Kerala , in their Order, Labour and Social 
Welfare ( H ) Department, G. O. Rt. No. 1715 /69/LSWD, Trivandrum , 
dated 18-8-1969 . 

2. In pirsuance of notice issued , the parties put in their respective 
statements. The case of the union is that Sri K. P. Abdul Aziz was working 
as duff c rr er in the above concern for about 15 years and the management 
terminated his service with effect from 16-10-1968. According to the union , 
his services were term nat. d without any sufficient reason what so ever. 

It 
is requested that an order may be passed by the Court directing he manage 
ment to reinstate Sri K. P. AbdulAzeez . 

3. The case of the managem «nt is that there was no termination of 
service of Sri Abdul Azeez as contested by the union, but he was on leave 
and his leave expired o 19-10-1968 and after that he did not report for work . 
He also did not apply for extension of leave. Under the circumstances, he 
lost his lien on his employment as per the provisions of the Standing Orders 
and accordit gly the name of the workinan was struck off from the muster 
rolls. 

4. Today when the case was taken up, a memorandum of settlement 
shown as annexure to this award is filed by the parties to the dispute settling 
the matter out of Curt. in termsof the stipulations in the memorandum of 
set lement. It is submitted by the parties that an award may be p ssed in 
terms of the s ttlement The termsof th . s ttleme t seem to be rea onable . 
Under the circumstances, an award is pas cd in terms of the stipulati ns in 
the memorandum of setilement. 

This award will come into force on the expiry of 30 days after its publi 
cation in the Government Gazette . 

A. T. KUNHIBORA, 
Presiding Officer 


Annexure 
MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 
Representing employer : 
( 1) Sri P. K. Shameem , 

Assistant General Manager 

Western India Cottons Ltd. 
( 2) Sri V. R.Murugappan , 

Works Manager , 
Western India Cottons Ltd. 
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Representing err.ployees : 
( 1) Sri M. A. Lakshmanan, 

Secretary, 

Western India Cottons National Labour Union , 
( 2 ) Sri N. Raman Nair, 

Vice President, 
Western India Cottons National Labour Union . 

SHORT RECITAL 
The management removed the name of Sri K. P , Abdul Aziz on 
16-10-19 8 as he has lost the lien on his employment. The Western India 
Cottons National Labour Union raised a dispute challenging the above and 
the same is now pending in the Labour Court, Quilon and numbered as 
I. D. No. 126 of 1969. In the meantime, direct negotiations took place and 
the parties cameto settlement in the following terms. 

TERMS OF SETTLEMENT 
i. It is agreed that an amount of Rs. 1,025 will be paid to Sri 

K. P. Abdul Aziz in full and final settlement of all his claims 

including reinstatement. 
2. It is agreed to file this settlement before the Labour Court, Quilon 

with a prayer that I. D. No. 126 of 1969 may be disposed off in 

termsof this settlement, 
and award passed accordir gly. 

Dated this 19th day of December 1970 . 
Representing employer : 

( 2 ) (Sd.) 
Representing employee : 

(Sd.) 

( Sd .) 
Witnesses: 

( Sd .) 
( K. P. Abdul Aziz ) 
(2 ) 

(Sd .) 


isa.) 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24968 /A3/71/LSWD. 

Dated, Trivandrum , 8th Jul 1971 , 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between the Manager Kohinoor Saw Mills Co. Ltd , Baliapattam , 
Cannanore- 10 and their workmen represented by the Secretary, Kobinoor 
Saw Mills Workers Union, Baliapattam , Cannanore 10 roceived by Govern. 
ment on 3-7-1971 is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Joint Searniery 


In the Labour Court (Kerala Stato ) Qullon 

Camp: Cannapore . 
Dated this the 14th day of May , 1971 . 

Prasett. 
SHRI A. T. KUNHIKORA , B. A., 3. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 152/69 

Balwoon 

THE MANAGER , 
KOHINOOR SAW MILLS Co. LTD ., BALIAPATTAM , CAMAHORR- 10 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY THE SEARETARY, 
KOHINOOR SAW MILLS WORKER S UNION , 
BALAPATAM , CANAYORL-10. 

AWARD 
This is an Industrial Dispute between the Manager, Kohinoer Saw 
Mills Co. Ltd., Ballapattam , Cannanore- 10 and the workma of the above 
concern represented by the Secretary, Kohinoor Saw Mills Workers Union , 
Baliapattam , Cannanore-10 over the denial of employment to Shri 
N. M. Kunhikannan , an employee in the above concern referred to this 
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Court for a ljudication under Section 10 (1) ( c) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act , 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) by the Government of Kerala , in their 
Order, Labour & Social Welfare (H ) Department, G. O. Rt. No. 2080 /69 / 
LSWD , Trivandrum , Dated 4-11-1969 . 

2. In pursuance of notice issued , the parties appeared before Court, 
and the union filed their claim statement. 

3. Today when the case was taken up, a memorandum of settlement 
shown as annexure to this Award is filed by the parties to the dispute 
settling the matter out of Court. The union does not contest the case . In 
the result, there is no industrial dispute now for adjudication before this 
Court. An award is passed accordingly . 

This award will come into force on the expiry of 30 days after its publi. 
antion in the Government Gazette. 


A , T. KUNHIKORA, 

Presiding Officer 


In the Labour Court, Quilon 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 152/69 
In the matter of Industrial Dispute between the Manager, The 
Kohinoor Saw Mill Co., Ltd., Baliapattam . 


And 


Sri N.M. Kunhikannan T. No. 17, the carpenter of the above concern , 
represented by the President, the Kohinoor Saw Mill - Company Workers 
Union , Baliapattan , Cannanore District. 

Received from the Manager, the Kohinoor Saw Mill Company Ltd., 
Baliapattam a sum of Rs. 650 (Rupees Six hundred and fifty only ) in full 
satisfaction of the claim for compensation on account of termination of 
service of Sri N.M.Kunhikannan . 

UY 
The undersigned viz. the President, the Kohinoor Saw Mill Company 
Workers Union , Baliadattam , expressly agree to withdraw the Industrial 
Dispute No. 152 of 1970 pending before the Labour Court , Quilon , without 


cost. 


Baliapattam , 
22nd August 1970. 


(Sd .). 
N. M.Kunhikannan, 

Carpenter , 
The Kohinoor Saw 
Mill Co. Ltd., 
Baliapattam . 


( Sd .) 

( Sd.) 
The President, 

Manager, 
The Kohinoor Saw 

The Kohinoor Saw 
Mill Co. Workers Union , Mill Co. Ltd., 
> Baliapattam 

Baliapattam , 
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(Sd.) 


Witness : 
1. P. V.Narayanan , 

Clerk , 
The Kohinoor Saw Mill Co. Ltd .. 

Baliapattam . 
2. K. K.Kunhali, 

Assistant Foreman , 
The Kohinoor Saw Mill Co. Ltd., 
Baliapattam . 


( Sd .) 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Social Welfare (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 12190 A2 71 LSWD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th April 1971 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of Ladrum Estate, Peermade and 
their workmen represented by the Joint Scretary, Peermade Taluk 
Estate Labour Union , Peermade received by Government on 1-4-71 is 
hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 
1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 

Joint Secretary . 
In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 22nd day of March , Nineteen hundred and 

seventy - one 

Present: 
Shri K. P. M. Sheriff, B.Sc., B.L. 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 9/1966 

Between 
THE MANAGEMENT OF LADRUM ESTATE , 

PEERMADE 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
of the above concern represented by Joint Secretary, Peermade 

Taluk Estate Labour Union , Peermade 
Representations: 

V. O. Abraham , Advocate , 
Ms. V. J. Joseph & Markos, 
Lawyers & Notaries, 

For Management . 
Kottayam , 
Kerala State. 
Ms. K. Shahul Hameed & 
M. K. Mustaffa , 
Advocates , 

For Union . 
Law Chambers, 

Cochin - 18 . 
G. 800 
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AWARD 
This Industrial Dispute between the above parties was referred 
to this Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G.O.Rt. , 
No. 1171 dated 28-3-1966 . The issues referred for adjudication are 
as follows : 
1 . Wage increase to Shri P. K. Velayudhan , Blacksmith from 

1-1-1963. 
2. Bonus and cumbly allowance for the period from 1-1-1962. 

3. Wages for the period from 19-5-1965 to 24-7-1965." 
2. Pursuant to summons the parties appeared and the Union 
submitted the claim statement in which it was contended as under: 

Shri P. K. Velayudhan had been employed as a Blacksmith in 
Ladrum Estate, S.I.T.E.Co., ( P ) Ltd., Peermade, for over 20 years. 
He is an expert mechanic , fitter and blacksmith , a person with years of 
experience and high skill. The Management used to assign to him 
all types of work including maintenance of the machinery in the 
factory , motor car and truck repairs and maintenance of the estate 
tools . Since the worker was a very highskilled workman, the 
Management was giving him two-three types of work a day , which 
would entitle him to twice or thrice of the daily wages and this tactics 
was adopted by the Management in order to escape from engaging 
additional hands. Up to July 1957 his wage used to be Rs. 2.37 . 
It was thereafter increased to Rs. 2.62 and Rs. 3 respectively . The 
Management has also granted to him the second interim increase of 
18 ps . per day as per the recommendations of the Central Tea Wage 
Board endorsed by the Government of India . Inspite of the fact that 
Velayudhan was a regular workman of the estate, the Management 
had not included him in the Employees Provident Funds Scheme 
which had been extended to the Tea Plantation Industry from 
31-7-1956 . But this fact was brought to the notice of the Provident 
Fund Commissioner, Trivandrum and the Commissioner after satisfy 
ing himself of the correctness of the case, issued orders on 12-3-1965 
calling upon the Management to remit the arrears of contribution in 
respect of the worker from the date of extension of the Act, namely 
31-7-1956. After this incident the Management deliberately introduc 
ed certain changes in the terms and conditions of service regarding 
the work and wanted him to prepare estimates submit the same, 
regarding the work to be assigned to him . Since the worker was not 
amenable for any change of the terms and conditions of service , he 
was denied employment and the matter was taken up by the Labour 
Department for conciliation . In the conciliation conference the 
Management agreed to reinstate Shri Velayudhan on old terms, 
which they were not prepared to put into writing. Thus although 
Velayudhan was taken back in his job , continuity of employment was 
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denied to him and he was given only 15 days work in a month for the 
first two months and thereafter he was completely denied employ 
ment from 17-12-1965 . 

Issue No .1: Wage increase from 1-1-1963 . 

As per the Minimum Wages Act and the notification of the Mini 
mum Wages in June 1962, minimum wages are prescribed only for 
field and factory workers and not for skilled workers and artisans 
lise blacksmiths. Surely, a blacksmith like Shri Velayudhan is 
entitled to much higher rate of wages than an ordinary manual 
la bourer in the Tea Plantations. It was on this consideration that 
Shri Velayudhan was given Rs. 2.37 in the beginning. This position 
continued up to 1-1-1963. Thereafter by a notification of the Govern 
ment, minimum wages were prescribed for blacksmiths to the tune of 
Rs. 3.85 . Although the Union took up the matter , the Management 
was adamant in their refusal. At any rate the concerned worker is 
entitled to Rs. 3.85 per day as wages and that may be granted with 
effect from 1-1-1963 with suitable adjustments for subsequent years 
commensurate with the increase in the cost of living index . In addition 
to this he is also entitled to get the interim increase of 18 paise per 
day based on the recommendations of the Central Wage Board for 
Tea Plantation Industry with effect from 1st May , 1964. 

Issue No. 2 : Bonus and Cumbly allowance for the period from 
1-1-1962 . 

All the workers in the Ladrum estate were paid bonus except 
Shri Velayudhan . The quantum of bonus paid to the workers has 
been different (4 per cent, 6 1/4 per cent, 8 1/3 per cent, 12 1/2 per 
cent) and according to the latest settlement 9 per cent for 1963 of 
the total earnings in each case. Velayudhan s claim to be paid all 

arrears of bonus right from the beginning is irrefutable . He is 
: also entitled to cumbly allowance on the same ground . The Planta 

tion Labour Rules prescribe two standard cumblies to be supplied 
to the workers every year . Current market price of the two cum 
blies will exceed Rs. 30 . 

Issue No. 3 : Wages for the period from 19-5-1965 to 24-7-1965. 

The Superintendent refused to continue Velayudhan in emloy 
ment on the existing terms and he was kept out of employment up to 
24-7-1965, the date of conciliation conference. This denial of employ 
ment was quite arbitrary and high handed . It was an act of victimi 
sation , since the Union has taken up the worker s case with the Pro 
vident Fund Commissioner. Shri Velayudhan is therefore entitled 
to get full wages for the entire period. 

The Union concluded with a prayer that an award may be passed 
in terms of their contentions. 


3. The Management submitted their written statement in whict: 
they have contended as follows: 

The reference is without jurisdiction . Shri P. K. Velayudhan , 
the blacksmith referred to in the dispute was not a workman employ 
ed by the Management. He was only a contractor doing odd pieces 
of work on contract on Ladrum Estate. Hence this is not an Indus 
trial dispute. The fact that Velayudhan was a blacksmith working 
on the estate is admitted . But he is not an expert mechanic and 
fitter as alleged by the Union . He was entrusted with the work of 
a blacksmith only . Velayudhan was never given more than one type 
of work per day . He was asked to do pieces of work on prices 
mutually agreed . Hewas also asked to estimate the number of days 
within which he could do a piece of work and then on negotiation the 
number of days was fixed with the Management and Velaudhan was 
paid wages for such number of days as is done in the case of carpent 
ers who are asked to give quotations for each type of work , for 
example , making door frames , window frames, etc... Whether 
Velayudhan completed the work earlier or not is not the concern of 
theManagement , but he was paid for the number of days fixed on the 
basis of wages prevalent in the District. This way of entrusting 
work to Velayudhan was not any device to avoid employment of 
additional hands. It was done so in the usual course of business. 
Velayudhan was given daily rates of wages and such rates were 
increased from time to time. He was treated as a paid contractor 
and he was given the rates fixed for such people by the District 
Planters Association . Since Velayudhan was not a workman or an 
employee of the Management he was not enrolled for payment of Pro 
vident fund . It was only at the instance of the Union an order 
dated 12-3-1965 was issued by the Regional Provident Fund Commis 
sioner behind the back of the Management, by which it was requested 
that Velayudhan should be enrolled in the Provident Fund Scheme 
from 31-7-1956 . This order was not complied with by the Manage 
ment as it is illegal and ultra vires and cannot be made operative 
against the Management. Even as per the P.F.Scheme, 1952, the 
P.F. Commissioner shall not make a decision unless both the employ 
er and employee have been heard . Since no notice was given to the 
Management by the P.F. Commissioner the order made by him is 
illegal and not binding on the Management. Anyhow , it is beyond 
the powers of the Regional Proyident Fund Commissioner to decide 
whether a person is an employee or a workman to bring him under 
the Industrial Disputes Act. Even after the said order passed by the 
P.F. Commissioner, as per the request of the Management an enquiry 
was posted on 24-11-1965 at Kottayam regarding this question , 
wherein both the parties were present, the worker being represented 
by Mr. T. N.G. Panicker . But no final orders were passed by the 
Commissioner . Therefore the allegations made by the Union on 
this score are baseless. Shri Velayudhan was submitting tenders for 
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works as and when they were invited by the Management along with 
others . Velayudhan has also undertaken repairs of rope -way on 
written contract. Shri Velayudhan was never refused employment 
and the Management was willing to engage Velayudhan as and when 
work was available on the same terms as he was working before. 
Therefore, there is no question of reinstatement since Velayudhan 
continued to work on the old terms and conditions of service . 

The notification referred to by the Union is in connection with 
the workers engaged in the construction and maintenance of roads or 
in building operation and for three categories of workers employed 
in stone breaking or stone crushing and not regarding blacksmiths 
who are working as contractors on Plantations. The burden is on 
the Union to prove that the minimum wage rate of Rs. 3.85 per day 
prescribed by the Kerala Government was applicable to contractors 
like Velayudhan . Whether other employers paid increased wages to 
blacksmiths or not is not the concern of this Management. Anyhow , 
the claim of the Union that Shri Velayudhan must be paid Rs. 3.85 
with effect from 1963 and interim increase of 18 paise per day from 
1st May 1964 cannot be allowed . 

Issue No. 2 : Since Velayudhan is not an employee or a workman 
under the Management he is not entitled to get any bonus and also 
any cumbly allowance . 

Issue No. 3 : The allegation that the Superintendent refused 
employment to Velayudhan on the existing terms, is denied . He 
was offered work as usual. In May 1965 he was asked to do a " gutter 
work " for the roofing. But he did not complete it even on 4th June 
1965 when he went from the estate saying he would return on 7th 
June 1965 . Another repair work of a motor cycle belonging to the 
estate on 3rd June 1965 was done by him . It is really that 
Velayudhan did not turn up for work after 4th June 1965 . 

There was no master and servant relationship between the 
Management and Velayudhan since he was only a contractor . He 
could go from and come to the Estate as he wished. The Manage 
ment could not excert any pressure on him if he refused to do any 
particular work . He was at liberty to take outside work and has in fact 
done such work for others . For similar petty works he was not 
given cash then and there, but received a chit from the authority 
concerned and was paid cash at the end of the month. He had no 
fixed hours of work . He may work for all day or all night if he 
wished to do so . He was, of course, rov with a smithy where 
he used to reside, but this was only for the convenience of the 
Management, as otherwise it would mean that all petty works 
given to him would have to be transported to and from the Estate 
thereby avoiding unnecessary delay. 

The Management concluded with a prayer that the claims of the 
Union may be dismissed with costs , finding that Velayudhan is not 
an employee under the Management. 
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4. The case came up for evidence and the Union examined WW1 
to WW5 and marked Exts . W1 to W19 and Exts. M1 to M21 and 
closed their evidence . The Management examined MW1 and marked 
Exts. M22 to M52 and closed their evidence also . The case . was 
thereafter heard . 

5. From the very beginning both the parties were not very prompt 
in their atte adance before court, especially the Union and the Union 
was declared exparte for more than one occasion . On the last 
declaraticn of the Union as exparte, although the Union filed a 
petition and an affidavit to set aside the exparte order without any 
much delay, the Management seriously objected . But the matter 
was heard and the exparte order against the Union was finally set 
aside. On this order of this court, the Management has filed an 
Original Petition before the Hon ble High Court of Kerala and within 
a period of two years the O.P. was dismissed upholding the order of 
this court. Therefore this case was dragged on for matters beyond 
the control of this court. 

6. WW1 is Shri Krishnankutty, factory worker , Ladrum Estate . 
The summary of his deposition is as follows: 

I am working Ladrum Estate since 15 years. For the first three 
years I was working in the field . Thereafter I was continuously 
working in the factory . I know Velayudhan who was working in the 
factory . He was in the factory even at the time when I came into 
service. He was working as a blacksmith inside the factory as well 
as outside the factory. Inside the factory he was looking after the 
petty repair work of drier, roller etc. He was having such work 
continuously till an year back . I do not know correctly whether 
Velayudhan was given working attendance card just like the other 
workers. I was deputed to work as a helper to Velayudhan in the 
factory on several occasions . I am working as a worker in the estate 
gang as per the check roll. The worker Velayudhan also was in the 
check roll . Both myself and Velayudhan were given rice from the 
estate. The contractors were not given rice along with us. 

Cross : My work in the factory was feeding the boiler etc. 
Shri Velayudhan was doing smith work even prior to 15 years . His 
smithy was in front of the factory and Velayudhan was living in a 
lean -to of the smithy . I am living in a small house, about a mile away 
from the factory . The house belongs to the estate. The other 
workers are living in the line building on the estate. Although or 
the last 15 years I am working in the estate I was given the house 
only four years back . Before that a watcher was living in this 
house. I am not a blacksmith myself . I do not know whether 
Velayudhan is given piece-rate work . He does whatever work that 
is given by the tea maker . Velayudhan will manufacture the arti 
cles like rickaxe , sickle etc. I do not know whether fixed rates were 
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given for specific types of work . Whenever there was lesser work 
in the boiler I was deputed to help Velayudhan . 

7. WW2 is Shri E. K. Sankaran , who is a worker in Pattumala 
Estate . The summary of his deposition is as follows:-- 

Chief: I am doing the smithy work on Pattumala Estate since 
1949. I ara working both in the smithy as well as in the facto y machi 
nery . I was a permanent worker of the estate from 1949 to 1952. There 
after for a period of three-four years my name was struck off from 
the check roll and I was doing contract work . Thereafter the Union 
interfered and I was made permanent again . Now I am a permanent 
worker . I am getting Rs. 3.75 per day as wages. My name is in 
cluded in the check roll. I am doing the repair work , and manufac 
ture sickle , axe etc. For each type of work specific rates are given . 
I am doing this work after my work on the estate for 8 hours. I am 
given contract work of repairing pipe line etc., over and above my 
regular work . I am getting all the amenities that are being given 
to the other workers on the estate . 

Cross: After 1952 when I was doing contract work a book was 
maintained regarding my work and I was given wages monthly at the 
outset and weekly thereafter. During those days the daily rate of 
wages was Rs. 2 and 6 annas. For each and every item of work 
Management and myself used to fix the number of days. I know 
Velayudhan of the instant case. I am not related to him . My name 
is included in the check roll in Pattumala estate for the second time 
some four - five years back. Now , since I am on the check roll . for 
working during night, I am getting over -time. 

8. WW3 is Shri Anthappan , Joint Secretary of Peermade Taluk 
Estate Labour Union . The summary of his deposition is as follows: -- 

I am the Joint Secretary of the Peermade Taluk Estate Labour 
Union and I am in share of the Elappara Branch . There are 19 
estates wherein our Union is working in that area . Out of the 19, 
there are factories in 11 of the estates. Wherever there is a factory 
there will be blacksmiths also. But all of them are not members 
of our Union . The blacksmiths from Karimkulam , Pookulam , Cheen 
thalar, Lonetree, Karintharuvy, Vembanad, and Bonami estates are 
members of our Union . These blacksmiths are now getting Rs. 4.50 
as daily wages. In Kariinkulam estate the blacksmith is Shri 
Madhavan and ar agreement was entered into between the Manage 
ment and the Union regarding his wages . Copy of the agreement 
is marked as Ext . W1. As per this agreement the rate of wages is 
Rs. 3.85 . Thereafter an understanding was reached between the 
Management and the Union regarding the wages of the very same 
workman . As per the understanding the Management has agreed 
to pay him Rs. 4.50 per day with effect from January 1966. Shri 
Madhavan is getting all the emoluments , namely, leave with wages, 
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bonus, etc., as any other worker on the estate. The other black 
smiths who are members of the Union have not complained anything 
to the Union regarding their wages . 

The blacksmiths and other 
artisans were fixed minimum wages by the Government during Janu 
ary.1963. But as a compromise the said wages were given to black 
smith Madhavan with effect from the year 1966 . 

Cross : I do not know the date of notification prescribing 
Rs. 3.35 as wages for the blacksmiths. I do not know English . That 
notification was discussed in our Union . ( Q ) That notification was 
dealing only with the blacksmiths connected with the road and build 
ing construction work and for crushing stones. Is it not ? ( A ) I 
have understood that it is meant for other blacksmiths also. I do 
not think there is a separate notification for the blacksmiths in the 
Plantation The name of Anthappan mentioned in Ext. W1 is my 
own name. 

Blacksmith Madhavan was a check roll worker and he 
Was getting leave with wages and bonus. The concerned worker 
Velayudhan also is a chack roll worker. Madhavan was working 
in Karimkulam estate in the factory . He was not having building 
construction work . In the Cheenthalar estate blacksmiths are 
Arulappan and Gopalan . Arulappan is working in the Peermade 
factory . ( Q ) The work of Arulappan is manufacturing of tea chest 
on the basis of contract. Is it not ? ( A ) I do not know . Check 
roil may include permanent check roll, temporary check roll and 
casual check roll . 
9. WW4 is the concerned workman Shri Velayudhan . 

The sum 
mary of his deposition is as follows: 

Chief : I was working on the Ladrum estate for the last 20 
years . I was working in the Factory Department. I used to work 
inside and outside the factory as per the instructions of the Tea 
Maker and Writer . For factory work my attendance also was 
taken just like any other worker. The card which was given to me 
during April 1962 from the factory is marked as Ext. W2. Ext W3 
is the card for April 1963. Ext. W4 is the card for April 1964. At 
the initiai stages I was getting only one rupee and 12 annas as wages. 
I was working in the muster. My co -workers were Ratinam , 
Ponnamma and others. I was getting rice during those days along 
with the other workers from the muster. For contractors the Estate 
Management are not issuing rice along with the workers . 

I was get 
ting at the rate of six " edangazhi" of rice. Rice was given after 
recording the same in the check roll. was given wages like any 
other worker at that time. I was getting "meethipakarppu" also . 
Ext. \V5 is the record to show that I was getting the same. 

In the 
factory I was doing work in connection with the machinery . I must 
presentmyself in the factory at 7.30 a.m.with the other workers and 

have to work upto 4.30 p.m. If I am late I am not given any work . 
In the factory I am given work by the Tea Maker. After starting the 
work I am not allowed to go out without the permission of the Tea 
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Maker. If I work for half a day I will get half a name. If I commit 
any mistake it was pointed out by Tea Maker and corrected by him . 
When I work in the factory , if some other work comes up in the field 
or anywhere else, I will be deputed to that work by the Tea Maker . 
If I do not present myself for work in the morning I will not be given 
work thereafter for that day . On 5th July 1949 it is seen that I was 
given only half a name. That was because I have worked only upto 
the noon . Ext. W6 is the book given to me by the estate regarding 
my accounts. Whenever there was more work I used to work more 
than 8 hours as per the instruction of the Tea Maker. For such 
work I was given one day s wages for four hours work . Such works 
are done after the regular 8 hours work in the factory . Ext. W ? 
is the book regarding my work for the period from September 1953 
to September 1958. In this book for October 1957 , 38 names are 
given including the regular work and overtimework done by me. 
When I was getting one rupee 12 a nnas as my wages, the wages of 
the regular workers were only one rupse six annas. Thereafter 1 
was given 2 rupees and 2 annas . That was when the other workers 
were given the enhanced wages . Thereafter several enhancements 
were given to me as and when it was given to the other workers. 
Finally I was getting 3 rupees per day and thereafter I got 18 paise 
per day enhancement. I was not getting cumbly allowance and bonus. 

was complaining to the Management on this score on several occa 
sions . For including me in the P. F. Scheme I have complained to 
the Union in the year 1963. Regarding this complaint the Depart 
ment has taken action . The P. F. Inspector came to the Estate and 
asked for a report, which I have given to him . He liad inspected 
all records and there was an order to include me in the P. F. Scheme, 
The change of conditions was introduced during May or June 1965 
by the Management. The Tea Maker asked me to do work on the 
basis of contract. I was asked to do work on a condition of certain 
number of days or for a certain amount of wages, but I refused to 
do work on that basis and told him that I will do work only on the 
old terms. But I was not given work on the old terms and condi 
tions. Therefore, I made my complaint to the Union . There was a 
conciliation in the Peermade Deputy Labour Office. I think it was 
during June 1965 . After the conciliation I was informed that I will 
be given work on the old terms. Thus I came to the factory again 
to work , but I was given work only for 15 days in a month . I worked 
for a period of three months on that basis . But I was informed that 
there was no work for me on 17th of December 1965. At the time 
when I was sent out, the work allotted to mewas not finished by me. 
liave worked only upto noon on that day and I was given half a name. 
I do not know whether my work was completed thereafter . Some 
of the works done by me were sent to Pampanar and some other 
work was given to one Kovilpillai. When I was working in the 
factory previously, I had sustained an injury during my employment. 
I think it was during 1958. When I was fitting the roller some thing 

G. 800 . 


. 


10 


exploded and injured my left eye. I was laid up for a period of 
three months and during that three months I was given Rs. 50.01 
the alleged basis of half the wages, per mensem . Thereafter I made 
a complaint to the Compensation Commissioner . Ext. W8 is a notice 
sent to me by the Compensation Commissioner. Ext. W9 is a nemo 
thereafter received by me on 16-1-1961 . Ext. W10 is the copy of the 
letter sent from the Compensation Commissioner on 12-8-1961 to the 
D.M.O., Kottayam , to examine me. Ext. W11 is the copy of the 
letter sent to the D.M.O., by the Workmen s Compensation Commis 
sioner on 3-10-1961. Ext. W12 is the copy of the letter of the Com 
pensation Commissioner dated 1-2-1962 deciding a compensation of 
Rs. 1050 for me. Ext. W13 is a notice issued to me by the Superin 
tendent of Estate on 16-6-1981 for my conducting a tea shop. 
Usually after this notice the Management takes action against a 
workman and if he continues to do so thereafter he will be dismissed. 
Similarly worker Chellappan was dismissed from service on this 
ground. I was getting free medical treatment for myself and my. 
family from the estate . I have also given tenders to the Manage 
ment for doing some extra work . For example, for making a trailer , 
I have offered my tender . But I was not given the same. But for 
a repair of a ropeway I have given my tender which was accepted. 
I have not taken any other contracts. All other contracts on the 
estate are given after execution of the contract form . Ext. W14 is 
the copy of a petition given by me to the Superintendent of the 
estate on 8-6-1965. Usually a blacksmith gets about 6 or 7 rupees 
per day as wages . Now I am not having any permanent work any 
where . I was denied work on 17th December, 1965. In the other 
Companies, blacksmiths like me are given Rs. 3.75 to Rs. 4 per day 
as wages. They are getting all the emoluments like any other 
erapioyee in the estate . 

Cross: I have joined the service of the estate 20 years back as 
a blacksmith . At that time there was no smithy on the estate. The 
factory is working on the estate since 35 years. I have started work 
after making the smithy . That smithy was constructed by the 
Company in front of the factory . There is a blower in the smithy 
which was brought by me. Indispensable utensils were also 
brought by me. The smithy is about 12 X 8 . I was living in the 
sritiiy with my wife and children . There are other smiths also on 
the Ladrum estate other than me. I was working in the Seetha 
Division . In Lexmi division there was another smith known as 
Gopalan . am not related to Gopalan . In the attendance card the 
Tea Maker signs. I have got other cards also other than Ext . W2, 
13 and W4. When I was having 2 rupees 10 annas as my wages , 
for whatever work done by me during working time, I was getting 
cnly so much wages . I was presenting myself for work at 7.30 a.m. 
and going for lunch at 12.30 p.m. and again from 1.30 to 4.30 I was 
working . I have not employed any smiths under me. The Tea 
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Maker has given me Ext. W3 card . The card shows the attendance 
of the workers. Ext. W2 is for the period of April 1962. In it, it can 
be seen that as and when I was absent no signature was put by tre 
Tea Maker. But I do not know whether it is the signature or not. 
Nothing is written in those columns when I was absent for work . 
There were so many other cards also , but I have not kept them in my 
custody. The cards which are given to the other workers are also 

similar cards. I have manufactured the grass knifes for the estate 
• on a piece rate basis . In Ext. W6 during August 1949 I was given 

two and half wages for making hooks for sign boards. These wages 
were given because I have finished the work within 2 12 days. On 
certain months it is seen that I was given 34: 35 wages. It may be 
because I was given overtime. As and when I used to work for four 
hours over and above my regular work I was given one day s wages . 
Similarly if I work on Sundays I used to get two wages. I do not 
remember the order of Ex. 175. In Ext.W5 it is stated that I was given 
ks. 104.02 as salary , Rs. 21.04 for rice expenses and Rs. 82.14 as "mee 
thi" . In the columns set apart for cumbly expense and bonus it is geen 
that nothing was given to me. I was denied work in Ladrum estate 02 
December 1965. Thereafer I was working for some other people as 
and when work was available. In other estates also as and when 
I was called for work I used to go for work after December , 1965 . 
When I was working on the estate I have not worked anywhere else . 
In Lexmi Division there is another blacksinith whose name is 
Gopaian . I do not know whether he is working as a contractor. I 
have done work for some others after the work of the estate . 
Ext. M1 is a letter written by me to the Superintendent on 29-6-1962 . 
Ext. M2 is the order formanufacturing knifes at the rate of 9 rupees 
per dozen . Ext. M3 is a receipt. given by me for receiving Rs. 54 . 
In Ext. M3 there is my signature . Ext. M4 is a letter requesting the 
contract for an amount of Rs. 475. It is the Tamil version . The 
English version of the same is marked as Ext. M5. I have executed 
this contract and I have received the money . Ext. M16 is the accept 
ance of tender sent by me. For work done by me during May 1905 
I have received Rs. 73.14 and I have issued a receipt for the same. 
The statement containing the details of the work done is marked as 
Ext. M7. The receipt is marked as Ext. M8. The list showing the 
work done during July and August 1965 is marked as Ext. My. The 
receipt of money for the work done is marked as Ext. 19 ) . FC! Woi ! 
done during the period of September to 13th October 1965 I have recei 
ved Rs. 78.91 . The statement showing the details of work is marked 
as Ext.M11. The cash receipt is marked as Ext.M12. The statement 
showing the details of work done during October 1965 is marked as 
Ext. M13. Cash receipt is marked as Ext. M14 . For work done 
during November 1965 I have received Rs. 59.74 . Ext. M25 is the 
statement showing the details of work . The cash receipt is marked 
as Ext . M16 . 

The statement showing the details of work for Decem 
ber is marked as Ext. M17. The cash receipt is marked as Ext. M18 . 
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I know blacksmith Achukutty . The order of the work issued to me 
during July 1964 is marked as Ext. M19 . In the year 1956 my name 
was included in the check roll and pay list of the estate . I was given 
rice . The copy of such check roll is marked as Ext. M20 . The 

I do 
estate dobhy was not given rice along with me from the estate. 
not know whether contractors were given rice during that time. I 
was given a copy of Ext. M20 . I was not given leave with wages 
and way expenses. I was not given leave for overtime work done 
by me. I was also not given annual leave. In Ext. W6 the work 
done by me during October 1952 and the wages received by me are 
shown. A case was filed by the estate Management against me 
before the Kanjirappally Munsiff s Court as o.s. 211 of 1968. In 
that case I was examined . 

Re: The permanent workers in the estate would work for others 
also after the work done on the estate. So , many workers are doing 
such work for others after the work in the estate and are getting 
remuneration . Exts. M7 to M18 are records during the period from 
May 1965 to December 1965. The Provident Fund Commissioner 
has made enquiries during March 1965 regarding my membership in 
the Fund . The P. F. Commissioner has issued orders to enroll me in 
the Fund with effect from 1958. After the enquiry of the Provident 
Fund Commissioner , I was denied work from 19-5-1965 to 24-7-1965 . 
From August 1965 I was again given work on the old terms. The con 
tractor in the estate is Mr. Joseph Koshy and he is working so , on the 
estate since about 30 years. The civil case was not decreed in favour 
of the Management since this Industrial dispute was pending. Ibrahim 
is the watcher on the estate and is a check roll worker . But he is 
also given orders and he has also entered into agreements with the 
management regarding certain works. 

Cross with permission : I do not know whether an appeal was 
filed on the decision of the Munsiff s Court . 

10. WW5 is Shri T. N. G. Panicker , Joint Secretary , Pcermade 
Talak Estate Labour Union . The summary of his deposition is as 
follows: 

The worker. Velayudhan is a member of my Union . He is the 
worker who is referred to in the reference order. He was working 
on the Ladrum estate. He became a member of the Union in the year 
1964. Atthat time he was working as a blacksmith and was getting 
Ps. 3 per day as wages. Thereafter he was given an enhancement of 
18 paise per day. The Union has requested the Management that 
this worker should be given Rs. 3.85 as wages as per the Government 
notification and must be given all the amenities that are granted to 
the other workmen . But the Management refused to accept the 
employer-employee relationship with this worker . Thereafter the 
Labour Department interfered and conciliation conferences were 
held . The Union has also made a complaint to the Provident Fund 
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Inspector and the Provident Fund Commissioner issued an order 
directing the Management to include this worker in the Provident 
Fund . Immediately after this order, the Management denied employ 
ment to the worker and in the conciliation thereafter held in the 
Deputy Labour Office, the Management agreed orally to reinstate 
him on the original terms and conditions of service. During this 
period the worker was having no work for two months. But the 
Management did not give him work continuously in contradiction to 
the undertaking and by December 1965 he was denied employment 
completely . Thereafter the Management is using the services of one 
Kovilpillai and the service of one blacksmith from Theppakkulam 
Division . After this , several enhancements of wages were effectea 
and as per the latest enhancement Shri Velayudhan is entitled to get 
six rupees as wages per day. He was working as a permanent black 
smith in the factory and also executing the other work of the estate 
after his regular period of work on piece-rate system and by overtime 
work . Shri Velayudhan is entitled to get all the emoluments and 
amenities that are granted to a workcr since he was given daily wages 
on a specific rate by the Management and he was doing works as per 
the instructions of the Management and within the specified tíme 
prescribed by the Management and also that he was attending to the 
work during the prescribed period . Shri Velayudhan was not giver 
bonus, cumbly allowance and also leave with wages as in the case of 
other workers . Blacksmiths in other Companies are getting a ?! 
these amenities . Ext. W15 is a copy of a memorandum of settlement 
dated 14-6-1969 entered into between the management of South India 
Tea Estates and the ESUSI. Ext. W16 is a letter sent by the Estate 
Superintendent to Shri Velayudhan on 19h November , 1962. Copy 
of the order dated 12-3-1965 issued by the P. F. Commissioner and 
received by the Union is marked as Ext. W17. Copy of the letter 
sent by the Union to the Peermade Deputy Labour Officer on 7-6-1965 
regarding the denial of employment of Shri Velayudhan is marked 
as Ext. W18. Copy of the letter sent by the Union to the Superin 
tendent of the estate regarding the change of terms and conditions 
of service of Velayudhan on 28-5-1965 is marked as Ext. W19. 
Ext. W20 is the copy of the letter sent by the Union to the Manage . 
mert on 27-9-1965 , wherein all the items of claims regarding Shri 
Velayudhan were recorded. The facts mentioned in the claim state 
ment are all correct. 

Cross : I am working the Trade Unic field since 14 years. 
My area is Peermade and at Kottayam and Ponkunnam also I was 
working as a trade unionist. My work is mostly in the tea estates . 
For a registered worker in a tea estate, house convenience, medical 
help , water convenience , concessional firewood , prescribed minimum 
wages , curably allowance , way expenses, concessional food - stuffs, 
bonus, etc., are given . ( Q ) Out of this did Velayudhan get any of 
the conveniences ? ( A ) He was getting house convenience, medical 


help , concessional foodstuffs, firewoods, water and right to have 
kitchen garden . It is informed by Shri Velayudhan that he is work 
ing on the Ladrum estate for the last 20 years. The demand of the 
Union is for cumbly allowance, bonus and leave with wages and pres 
cribed minimum wages for the worker . Shri Velayudhan was a 
blacksmith even before 1964 . The Government has issued a notifi 
cation fixing nanimum rates of wages from 1-1-1963 for masons and 
carnenters . ( Q.) It is not a notification concerning the workers who 
are engaged in the road construction and building constructions ? ( A ) 
This is the first notification concerning biacksmiths also . I can pro 
duce the copy of the notification . During the year 1965 the P. F. 
Inspector came to the estate and made enquiries regarding the terms. 
and conditions of service of Velayudhan directly as well 

as from 
other workers and authorities of the estate. ( Q ) The Union has 
obtained Ext. W17 order after misleading the Provident Fund Ins 
pector and nais -informing him . Is it not ? ( A ) The Union has made 
a written complaint and it has done nothing further. We have not 
received any reply to Exts . W19 and W20 . On 25-7-1966 we have 
received a letter which is marked as Ext. M21. This concerns Shri 
Velayudhan. But it was nothing to do with the issues in this case. 
The reference is regarding the dispute of Shri Velayudhan upto 
December 1965. After May 1965 the Management instruct 
ed Velayudhan to do work on contract basis . But there 
is no record to show tie same. Since the worker was 
not agreeable he denied work . But in the 

conci 
liation conference the Management agreed to give him work on the 
old basis . The estate Management has filed a civil suit before 
Kanjirappally Munsiff s Court as O.S. 218 of 1988 for evicting him 
froin the estate house . I was examined as a witness in that case. 
I do not know whether the Management has filed any petition against 
Ext. W17 order of the P.T. Commissicner. But I have come to know 
that the Manager has written a letter to the P. F. Commissioner. I 
have seen the name of Shri Velayudhan in the check -roll as a regis 
tered worker before 1957. I have received Ext . M21 dated 25-7-1966 . 
( Q ) Can a registered worker work for outside people ? (A ) After 
the work in the estate he can do the work . There is no necessity of 
obtaining any permission from the Management for doing such work . 
The estate worker will be asked to do any kind of work in the estate . 
Is it not ? ( A ) No. He need do only the allotted work in the muster. 
In Ext. 120 along with Velayudhan s name the name of one Sinkaram 
also is recorded . In Ext. M20 certain columns against Velayudhan 
and Sankarain are not filled up. Such columns are filied up in the 
case of other workers except · Velayudhan and Sinkaram . In the 
estates bonus was begun to be paid from the year 1952 onwards . 
The rates were varying every year. The blacksmiths and carpenters 
were not paid on the basis of District rates since there is no such 
District Tates. I 

do not know whether blacksmith was 


was 
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paid on the C. T. P. A. rate. Elackuniths were given wages at the 
rete 

of minimun . wages wherever it is prescribed and at 
other estates on the basis of agreements between the worker and 
the Manageirent. Shri Velayudhen was getting more wages that the 
ordinary worker. He was given on the basis of daily rates including 
the job differential. There are records to show that he was given 
wages on job differential. The Estate has provided Shri Velayudhan 
with a sin thy. I do not know whether Velayudhan was to give 
money for the coal that was used in his smithy. 

11. MW1 is Shri E. S. J. Davidar, General Manager of Southern 
India Tea Estates Limited . The summary of his deposition is as 
follows: 

Chiei: I have got 17 years service under the company. I have 
served on all the estates of the Company . The Cornpany have three 
different estates , namely , Glenmary, Kaduvakarnam and Ladrum . 
I have served from 1962 to 1969 in Ladrum Estate as Superintendent . 
Blacksmith Velayudhan was on Ladrun Estate. There are other 
blacksmiths in the Company. ( Q ) What are tl:e terms of a point 
ment of blacksmiths in your company ? ( A ) They are petty con 
tractors. They are given work on contract basis as and when work 
is available . They are then given the District rates fixed by the 
Central Travancore . Planters Association . The Company provides 
smithies for the blacksmiths. Tools are not provided by the Com 
paily But they are provided by the blacksmites. When ve ayudhan 
was serving me he was living in a lean-to attached to the smithy , 
which belong to the Company. It is close to the factory. We give 
accommodation to registered workers as provided in the Plantation 
Labour Act. We give the living accommodation to the people like 
building contractors who are not registered workers Similarly we 
gave living accommodation to petty contractors als ». The black 
smiths do the work in the factory and make tools for use on the 
estate . The work is priced and based on the pricing we give wages 
according to the rates prescribed by the District Planters Association . 
Nobody supervises the work of Velayudhan . There is no prescribed 
time for Velayudhan to come for work and go after work. He has 
taken his own time to do his work allotted to him . Velayudhan has 
worked for others also . He has worked for Francis Cruz, the build 
ing contractor, Ibrahim and Chidambara Chettiar. We don t impose 
any restriction on Velayudhan for doing work for others . ( Q ) Is 
Velayudhan given benefit like bonus, holiday wages , leave with wages, 
way expenses etc., ( A ) No. He has never claimed any of these 
amenities 

I believe he started work on the estate froin 1949 on 
wards. There are other petty contractors like Velayudhan . They 
are painter, dobby etc. Before 1957 the custom was to pay the petty 
contractors through check -rolls . To show his we have produced 
before this court the check rolls also . Blacksmith Velayudhan was 
working in Sita Division in Ladrum estate . He has been there all 
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along . In the check roll produced by the Management for the month 
of March 1954 the names of Velayudhan and Sinkaram are also 
recorded . The check roll is marked as Ext. M22 . The other workers 
are all registered workers. All columns regarding registered workers 
are filled up. But in the case of Velayudhan and Sinkaram the credit 
column and rice supply are alone filled up. We supply rice to non 
registered workers also. We give rice to Excise Inspector, Excise 
Sepoy and those who live on the estates purely to help them . We 
give the amount to the workers at the end of the work as per the 
check roll. The names of these people, namely, Velayudhan , and 
Sinkaram are entered for convenience in the check roll , to know what 
credit he has and what debit he has and to find out the balance. The 
latter dated 7-5-1955 sent by Horrocks, the Superintendent of the 
Estate to C. J. Madden , General Manager of the Company, is marked 
as Ext. M23 . I am acquainted with the signature of the Superin 
tendent. The copy of the reply of the General Manager to this letter 
dated 11-5-1955 is marked as Ext. M24 . In Ext . M24 the Manager 

written the Superintendent that blacksmiths are contractors. 
The true copy of the circular issued by the Manager on 26-11-1957 is 
marked as Ext. M25 , By this letter the GeneralManager has asked 
us to remove the names of all petty contractors from the check rolls 
and details to be kept in a petty contractors account . Until then we 
have been accounting in the check roll. The check roll of Seeta Divi 
sion for April 1956 is marked as Ext. M26 . As in Ext. M22 we have 
entered the accounts of Velayudhan in Ext. M26 also . The check 
roll etc., for October 1957 is marked as Ext. M27. The copy of the 
check roll for November 1957 is marked as Ext. M28 in which though 
the name of Velayudhan appears in the check roll no entry is made 
against his name. It was because of the circular Ext. M25 , asking 
to remove the names of petty contractors from the check roll. Aftery, 
that, we have been entering in the petty contractors account. 
Ext.M29 is the certified copy of the petty contractors account from 
November 1957 to April 1958. In Ext. M29 we have entered 
Velayudhan s name in page 269, folio 151. The certified copy of page 
327 of petty contractors account for 1958 May " to 1-9-1958 is marked 
as Ext. M30 . Certified copy of page 329 of petty contractors account 
from 1-2-1359 to 1-5-1959 is marked as Ext. M31 . In Ext. M31 the 
name of blacksmith Velayudhan as well as the name of Blacksmith 
Achukutty appear . But this Achukutty is not on the estate now . 
Achukutty was evicted from the estate by an order of the 
paliy Munsiff s Court in O.S. No. 118 of 1963. The copy of the judg. 
inent in the above case is marked as Ext. M32. The petty con 
tractors account from 1-6-1959 to 1-10-1959 , is marked 
M33 . Ext. M34 pages 101 and 102 are of the petty contractors 
Account book for March 1963. Gopalan is another blacksmith in the 
Company . The painter Krishnan Nair s accounts also is seen in 
the petty contractors account. Petty contractors account of 


as Ext. 
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Ladrum Estate from March 1964 to April 1964 is marked as Ext. M35 . 
In Ext. M35 Velayudhan s name, Gopalan s name and names of other 
petty contractors are also shown. The petty contructors account 
for Marck 1965 and April is marked as Ext. M36 .. The transaction 
with petty contractor Ibrahim is recorded there . Petty contractors 
account for February 1965 is marked as Ext. M37. Velayudhan s 
transaction is shown there. The certified copy of a letter dated 
23-11-1957 addressed to the General Manager by the Superintendent, 
Ladrum Estate is marked as Ext. M38. Original of Ext. M38 is 
produced in O.S. 211 of 1968 in the Kanjirappally Munsiff s Court. 
it could be seen , that the blacksmiths are paid on C.T.P.A. rate as 
per Ext. M38 . Copy of the letter sent by me on 4-6-1965 in the capa 
city of Ladrum Estate Superintendent , to the Deputy Labour Officer , 
Peermade is marked as Ext. M39. Neither Velayudhan nor the 
Union has made any demands regarding Velayudhan. In Ext. M39 
I have stated that I have not denied employment to any blacksmith . 
It is not true to state that Velayudhan was working on the check roll 
for three days in a week and for the rest as a contractor as per Ext. 
W14 . On 4-6-1965 the Tea Maker made a report regarding 
Velayudhan to me. The report is marked as Ext. M41. The corres 
pondence book is marked as Ext. M40 . Copy of the circular dated 
16-7-1956 from the General Manager is marked as Ext. M42. This 
is in regard to the workmen s Compensation . In this we are advised 
that the contractors workmen should also be given compensation . 
The minutes of the C.T.P.A. Committee meeting on 25-7-1957 is 
marked as Ext. M43 . Ext. M44 is an order given to Velayudhan 
dated 4-6-1962 for making grass knives . Another order for making 
one dozen tipping knives is marked as Ext. M45 . Copy of the 
Gazette notification dated 24-11-1962 regarding minimum wages for 
employment in Construction and Maintenance of road is marked as 
Ext. M46 . In the schedule blacksmith is mentioned as Rs. 3.85 . 
The rate does not apply to our blacksmiths . True copy of the Cir 
cular dated 7-6-1963 issued by the General Manager to the Superinten . 
dent of our Estate is marked as M47. In it, it is stated that 
the rates of blacksmith should be increased to Rs. 3 per day. As per 
Ext. W17 . I have not entered Velayudhan s name as an employee eligi 
ble for membership in the Provident Fund . In reply to Ext. W17 
we have written a letter on 26-3-1965 by the General Manager to the 
P. F. Commissioner . Copy of the letter is Ext. M48. Copy of the 
letter from the P. F. Commissioner is Ext. M49. Mr. Chill, General 
Manager has met the P.F. Commissioner on 9-5-1965 and discussed 
the matter , at Trivandrum . The letter of the General Manager to 
the P. F. Commissioner confirming the talk at Trivandrum is marked 
as Ext . M50 . The conference notice fixing a conference dated 
24-11-1965 is marked as Ext. M51. Ext. M52 is a letter dated 
21-9-1966 addressed to me. This is in regard to my enquiry about 
payment of blacksmiths. I attended the conference at Rest House , 
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Kottayam . Mr. T. N. G. Panicker was also present. There was no 
further discussion or decision made on the matter. We give cards 

in 
working 

and 
to registered workers 

factory 

field . 
The attendance is marked with a cross in each day s column . Exts . 
W2, W3 and W4 are seen , given to Velayudhan for our convenience 
and on these cards the nature of the works are marked against the 
dates for each reference and not a.cross, as in the case of registered 
workers. Ext. W5 slip merely shows the credit and value- af rice 
issued. In the case of registered workers we fill up all the columns. 
Our written statement is correct. 

Cross: Since March last year I am the General Manager of the 
Company . I was the Superintendent, Ladrum Estate from 1962 to 
last year. 

I have been working as Superintendent of the other two 
estates also. There is one blacksmith at each estate. At the 
moment there are three blacksmiths in the Company . There is 
another blacksmith in the Ladrum Estate who is now working in the 
factory as and when necessary . One Gopalan is the present black 
smith working in Ladrum . Gopalan was working in Laxmi Division 
while Velayudhan was working in Ladrum factory . We have not 
issued cards to any other blacksmiths. The other two blacksmiths 
are working in Glenmary and Kaduvakarnam factories . Any work 
given to them in the factory are on the basis of contract. Road 
works, building works, cutting firewood and such other general works 
are also given on contracts. Transporting of leaves is also on con 
tract. Estate workers may take contract work also. They may do 
this contract work after their normal work in the estate. ( Q ) what 
is the procedure for giving contract to workers in the estate ? ( A ) 
Tenders are normally invited . ( Q ) What is the difference between 
petty contract system and other contract system ? ( A ) Blacksmiths 
are generally petty contractors. Petty contractors include those 
who are not regular workers. Firewood supplies are not included 
under petty contracts. Road work will appear among petty con 
tracts. I know one Ibrahim , a permanent worker in Ladrum . lle 
is a gate watcher. He has been listed as a petty contractor when 
he takes on such works. There is no restriction on the estate that 
a worker should not work for any other person after the regular 
work. A check roll worker is removed from the check rolls for any 
misconduct committed by him . He can also be removed either by 
resignation , death or disciplinary action. This is governed by the 
Standing Orders on the Estate. All the blacksmiths in the Company 
are petty contractors. ( Q ) Do you give attendance cards or wage 
slips to any person other than a worker in the estate ? ( A ) Usually 
not. Do the blacksmiths of the estate work on piece-rates or 

on 
daily wages ? ( A ) Their work is priced and the number of days 
is set apart for each separate work and the rates paid are as per the 
daily rates fixed by the District Planters Association for these people. 
Do you give wages to workers as per the Government fixed rate or 
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by the Asscciation rate ? ( A ) According to the rates prescribed by 
the Government. The rates fixed by the Association are followed 
implicitely by the members of the Association . The Association 
fixed daily rates for blacksmiths , masons and carpenters etc. I am 
not aware whether the Government has fixed rates for such of the 
employees. We have not implemented the order of the P. F. Com 
missioner as per Ext. W17 . After the conference at Kottayam no 
order was passed by the P. F. Commissioner. I don t think that 
Ext. W17 is in existence now . 

I know P. K. Velayudhan , the workman involved in this case. 
I think Velayudhan was in employment from about 1948 onwards. 
Workers are enrolled in the checkroll. I don t think that the desi 
gnation of all the workmen are shown in the check roll. In Ext. 
M27 under the column occupation , against the name of Velayudhan . 
it is shown as BSM meaning blacksmith . Ext. W5 is the checkroll 
wage slips, issued to the concerned Velayudhan . In Column 3 in 
Ext. w5 the total wages due to Velayudhan are shown. In column 
5 the ration expenses are shown, which means that Velayudhan has 
been allowed to purchase rice from the estate rice store. In column 
7 the balance due to him is shown. ( Ext. W6 is shown to the wit 
ness) . This is the book wherein the work done by the blacksmith 
on the days on which he has worked is shown and also the value of 
the work shown against the work . The heading in W6 is “ Sita 
Division blacksmith Velayudhan s account for September 1953" . 
In Ext. W6 the nature of work of Velayudhan is shown . Those 
works are assigned to him by the Management. Is it correct. ( Q ) 
Yes. ( A ) . In Ext. W7 also the heading shown is blacksmith s 
account for the month of February 1949. That is also in respect 
of Velayudhan . The nature of work of Velayudhan is shown in Ext. 
W7, Viz ., dismantling, patching , refitting and sharpening impleme 
nts. Is is stated anywhere in Ext. W6 & W7 that Velayudhan was 
a contractor ( Q ) . No. (After perusing) . In Ext. W6 and w7 the 
Superintendent has put his signatures with the endorsement passed 
for credit and payment. I know the name of the said Superintendent 
which is O.W.Horrocks. Exts . W6 and W7 are records kept in the 
course of the Management s business . Ext. W2 is the attendance 
card issued to Velayudhan . In Ext. W2 against the name of worker , 
B s is shown, meaning blacksmith . In the reverse of Ext. W2 the 
nature of work that Velayudhan was doing are shown . These entr 
ies are made by the factory staff I think . Ext. W2 also is a docu 
ment kept in the course of business of the Management. Am I 
correct when I put it to you that the wages paid to Velayudhan 
started from 2.37 from July 1957. ( Q ). I can t be sure . ( A ) 
In Ext. W6 the wages is shown as Rs. 2.6 as for that particular day. 
Can you deny when I say that the wages of Velayudhan was increa 
sed from 2.37 to 2.62. ( Q ) . I cannot be sure about the figures ( A ) . 
It was thereafter raised to Rs. 3. Is it not. ( Q ) . I cannot be sure 
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again . ( A ) Did not the Management grant Velayudhan an interim 
increase of 18 ps. from Rs. 3 per day as per the recommendation 
of Central Wage Board for Plantation . ( Q ) I do not know ( A ) . 
These increases given to Velayudhan will be borne out by the records 
maintained by the Management in the office. I do not remember 
the date on which the P.F. Scheme was introduced on our estates . 
I say that the P.F. Scheme was started on your estates in the year 
1965 ( A ) . I do not think it is correct. ( A ) . Did you enroll this 
Velayudhan as a member of the P. F. Scheme on the estate ( Q ) . No. 

( A ) . Did you refuse to enroll Velayudhan in your P. F. Scheme 
i ( Q ) . The P.F. Commissioner has passed an order just asking that 
Velayudhan should be enrolled in the P.F. Scheme. We contended 
that he was not eligible for membership in the P.F. Thereafter an 
enquiry was conducted by the P.F. Commissioner himself. But no 
order has been passed . ( A ) Ext. w17 is the order issued by the 
P. F. Commissioner regarding the enrollment of Velayudhan in the 
P. F. Scheme. Ext. W17 is dated 12-3-1965 . Did you comply with 
that order ( Q ) No. ( A ) . I say that Ext. W17 order was passed by 
P. F. Commissioner after conducting an enquiry . Can you deny ( Q ). 
The Management did not participate in any enquiry prior to 12-3-1965 . 
I deny that this order was passed after an enquiry ( A ) . Did the 
Management prefer an appeal or revision against Ext. W17 Order 
( Q ). The then General Manager met the P. F. Commissioner and 
had an interview to discuss on this particular issue. Thereafter 
an enquiry was held wherein both the parties participated , but no 
order has been passed ( A ) . So am I correct when I say that 
Ext. W17 order stands even today ( Q ) . I do not know the legal 
position ( A ) . The permanent workers of the establishment are 
enrolled in P. F. Scheme. Did not Velayudhan , the concerned work 
man sustain an injury due to an accident on 29-3-1960 in the course 
of his employment on your estate ( Q ) . I was not in charge of that 
estate on that date . So I am not aware ( A ) . I took charge as 
Superintendent of Ladrum estate by November , 1962. (Ext. W12 
is shown ) . I have not seen this order . Are you aware that a sum 
of Rs. 1,050 was given to Velayudhan by the Management as per 
an order of the Workmen s compensation Commissioner (Q ) . I 
am not aware ( A ) . My predecessor on Ladrum estate during 
February , 1962 was Mr. O. W. Horrocks . We have provided a 
smithy to Velayudhan on the estate. He was residing in a lean -to . 
attached to the smithy . He was getting his rations as a resident 
of the lean -to is it not ( Q ). He was getting his rations since he 
harpened to be working for us and was living on the estate ( A ) . Ext 
W13 is a notice issued to P. K. Velayudhan, concerned workman, un 
16-6-1961 hy the Superintendent Mr. Horrocks who has signed and 
whose signature is familiar to me. Ext. W13 is the letter addressed 
to Velayudhan Blacksmith . I am not aware whether any action 
has been taken on Velayudhan as per Ext. W13 letter . Tools for 
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Velayudhan are supplied by the Management is it not ( Q ) . No. He 
supplies his own tools ( A ). · Are these implements in that smithy 
( Q ) . I have not personally inspected the said smithy ( A ) . I say 
thắt there are implements in the smithy supplied by the Manage . 
ment. Can you deny ( Q ) . It may be possible ( A ) . You said that 
certain works are assigned to Velayudhan ; does not the Manage. 
ment supervise those works ( Q ) . No. ( A ) . I say the Tea maker 
supervises the work of Velayudhan . Can you deny ( Q ) . Yes I do 
deny ( A ) . Suppose Velayudhan commits mistakes in his work . 
Can you correct it ( Q ) . Wecan ask him to do it again ( A ) . Suppose 
he misbehaves and commits a misconduct. Cannot the Manage 
ment take action against him ( Q ) . He can not be proceeded against 
for certain types of misconduct as in the case of the other work 
men ( A ) . Can the Management take disciplinary action against the 
workmen ( Q ) . Yes ( A ) . Suppose Velayudhan falls ill. Will you 
grant him leave ( Q ) . He will not ask for leave, because he is not 
a workman. Wages as per Ext. W6 and W7 are paid in the office 

the Management. Was not Velayudhan an expert mechanic 
fitter and blacksmith ( Q ) . He did only blacksmiths work . ( A ) . 
Did not the Management try to change the nature of the work of 
Velayudhan with effect from 17-5-1965 ( Q ) . No. ( A ) . After 
17-5-1965 did the Management deny employinent to Velayudhan 
( Q ) . No. ( A ) . Was there a conciliation conference before the 
Deputy Labour Officer at Peermade ( Q ). Yes. I participated and 
the Union alleged that I have denied employment to Velayudhan , 
but I said that I have not denied ( A ) . The Blacksmith demanded 
that he should be given work every day. But I said that he will 
get work as and when it was available as in the past. Are you 
aware of the M. W. notification issued by the Government of 
Kerala on 1-1-1963 ( Q ) . I think I was shown a notification . ( A ) . 
Has not the said notification prescribed Rs.385 for blacksmiths 
( Q ) . I think this notification refers to blacksmiths employed in 
Road construction and stone crushing ( A ) . I am not aware 
whether the tea estates in Peermade area have implemented the 
same. Has not the tea estates in Peermade effect an interim in 
crease of 18 ps. per day over and above the said wages . ( Q ) . I 
am not aware ( A ) . I know that the workers in Tea Plantation are 
getting Bonus every year. Cumbly allowance also given . I say 
that Velayudhan is entitled to get his wage from 19-5-1965 to 
22-7-1965 when he was denied employment. Can you deny ( Q ) . 
I have not denied employment to Velayudhan . 

We have not filled up every columns in Ext. W5. The columns 
cumbly and way expense and Bonus and kooda etc. are not filled 
up in the case of Velayudhan since he is not a regular worker. In 
the case of regular workmen the attendence cards are marked with 
a cross and the nature of work is not specified . In Ext. W5 the 
total number of days of works column is not filled up in the case of 
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Velayudhan . As per W6 and W7 it is seen J. O. F. 0. It stands 
for journal folio , referring to the page on which his account is enter 
ed Payments to regular workers are entered in check -roll book . 
Such entries are not entered into the journals. 

The Learned Counsels of both the parties have argued their 
cases succinctly and has submitted elaborate argument notes, 
respectively . Before going into the merits of the case , both the 
counsels were dealing with the question of employer-employee re 
lationship between the Management and Sri P. K. Velayudhan . 
The accredited case set up by the Management s counsel is that 
blacksmith Velayudhan was only an independent contractor and 
not a workman . 

The Learned Counsel for the Union rebutted this argument 
and asserted that Sri P. K. Velayudhan was a regular workman 
employed by the Management on the estate to do the work of a 
blacksmith . 

To substantiate his case the Learned Counsel for the Manage 
ment, has adumberated all the facts and figures brought out in the 
oral evidence, as well as the documents proved by him through the 
Management s witness who is none other than the General Manager 
of the Company . According to him blacksmith Velayudhan was 
included in the check -roll only for the convenience of the Manage 
ment, for calculating the balance due to the person for the month 
and this practice was discontinued since the then General Manager 
has instructed all the Superintendents to maintain a petty -con 
tractors account book , for persons like Blacksmith Velayudhan as 
they should be considered as petty -contractors. 

The Learned Counsel has pointed out documents Ext. M1, M2, 
M3, M4, M5, M6 , M7, M8, M9, M10 , M11 , M12, M13 , M14 , M15 , M16 , 
M17, M18 and Ext. M44 and M45 in order to prove that blacksmith 
Velayudhan was only a contractor, since these documents are all 
tenders, orders and cash receipts . 

In connection with the contract work of blacksmith Velayudhan , 
he has particularly referred to Ext. M7, M9, M11, M13 , M15 , and 
M17 which would show that Sri Velayudhan was not working for 
all the days of the months. The Learned Counsel has, therefore , 
asserted that if he was a registered worker he could not have absent 
ed himself like that for the major number of days during these 
months. According to him these documents will prove the con 
tention of the Management that, work was given to Sri Velayudhan 
on pricing each work . He has also raised the question that if 
Velayudhan was a registered worker why was he not given work on 
all days of the month . The learned Counsel has answered this 
question himself by saying that Sri Velayudhan must have absented 
or has done work elsewhere. 
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He has also catalogued certain other evidence to prove his case 
that Sri Velayudhan was a contractor. They are , that although 
Sri. Velayudhan was employed as a blacksmith from the year 1948 
until 1965 no claim has been made by him in the capacity of a re . 
gistered worker , that no fringe benefits have been paid to him 
like other workers, that no disciplinary action was taken against. 
him for thewhole period , that no control was exercised on Velayudhan 
by the Company in the capacity of master, that his own tools and 
implements were maintained by the blacksmith although smithy 
was given by the Company, that Sri. Velayudhan was working for 
other contractors and so he was not working for entire days in a 
month as evidenced by Ext. M7, M9, M11, M13, M15 , and M17, 
and that the fact that blacksmiths are considered to be petty -con 
tractors in the Peermade Region , is evidenced by Ext. M52. 

The Learned Counsel for the Management has further pointed 
out that a suit was filed against another blacksmith named ; Achu 
kutty , for eviction , before the Kanjirappally Munsiffs Court which 
was decreed in favour of the Management, the judgment being 
Ext. M32. The Learned Counsel has referred to the deposition of 
the said Achukutty himseli, given before the said Court, in order 
to substantiate his case that blacksmiths are petty -contractors in 
the area . Thereafter the Learned . Counsel has been traversing 
the contentions of the Union and points raised by the Learned 
Counsel for the Union , in his arguments and argument notes. 

The contentions of the Learned Counsel for the union are that 
Sri. Velayudhan had been employed as a blacksmith on the Ladrum 
Estate for over 20 years, that he was a regular worker and an ex 
pert mechanic and fitter, that the Management assigned to him 
various items of work including maintenance of machinery in the 
factory, repair of motor -cars and trucks and maintenance of tools , 
that he was given wages prior to July 1957 at the rate of 2.37 Ps. 
per day which was increased to Rs.2.62 and further increased to 
Rs. 3 that the Management also granted him a second interim 
increase of 18 Ps. per day as per the Central Government Wage 
Board constituted by the Government of India , that the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner had ordered the Management after 
due enquiry that Sri Velayudhan should be included in the Provident 
Fund Scheme with effect from 31-7-1956 , that the Management 
deliberately wanted to change his conditions of service after the 
said order , as a measure of victimisation and that , thereafter the 
Management denied him employment with effect from 19th May, 
1965 . It was also contended that for a period of about 2 months 
Sri Velayudhan was not given any work , that is from 19-5-1965 
to 24-7-1965 and since the union raised the matter into a dispute 
and the Deputy Labour Officer, Peermade convened a conciliation 
conference and instructed the Management to give Sri Velayudhan 
work on the same terms and conditions of the service as before, 
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the Management agreed to do the same and gave him work from 
25-7-1965 but only for a period up to 17-12-1965 and that also 
sparingly, at the most giving him 15 days work per month . The 
Learned Counsel has further asserted that the treatment of the 
Management regarding blacksmith Velayudhan was almost on a 
par with regular workers of the Management but after December, 
1965 he was totally denied work with an ulterior motive for esta 
blishing their contention that Sri Velayudhan is only an indepen 
dent contractor and not a workman . 

To substantiate the case of the union the Learned Counsel 
for the union has been referring to the oral and documentary 
evidence adduced by the union and was making particular reference 
to Ext. Wi to w20 and also to certain Exts. of the Management. 
It was asserted by him that Sri Velayudhan was working both in 
the factory and in the field as per the instruction of the Tea Maker 
of the factory and writer of the fields, that his attendance was 
marked as in the case of other workman as evidenced by Ext. W2, 
W3, W4, that he was also given rice by the Management, that he 
was paid wages along with the other workman , that he was given 
"meethipakarpu " as in the case of the other workmen as evidenced 
by Ext. w5 that Ext. W6 and w7 which are account books of 
Velayudhan for the wages paid to him from 1952 to 1958 and which 
would evidence that Velayudhan was doing various kinds of work 
as a blacksmith assigned to him by the Management, that the 
Management had the power to take disciplinary action against 
him as evidenced by Ext. W13 notice issued by the Management 
to Velayudhan , where the Management proposed to take disciplinary 
action against him for his mis-conduct, and that the Management 
has provided him with not only a smithy with the indispensable 
implements but also a lien -to attached the smithy for his residence. 

The Learned Counsel has referred to the oral evidence by WW1 
Krishnankutty who was a helper of Sri. Velayudhan in the factory , 
according to whom Sri. Velayudhan was making repairs to the 
driers and rollers in the factory and that Sri. Velayudhan and 
himself were check -roll workers who were paid wages as per the 
check -roll . WW2 Sri. E. K. Sankaran another blacksmith in 
Pattumalai Estate is a blacksmith who is getting all the benefits 
and amenities that the other workers on the Pattumalai Estate get , 
since he was designated as a permanent worker . According to the 
Learned Counsel for the Union , evidence of WW4, WW2 and WW3 
are corroborated by MW1. MW1 himself has admitted that Sri 
Velayudhan was in the check -roll as evidenced by Ext. M27 and Ext. 
W5 , W6 and W7. As per W7 the nature of work of Sri Velayudhan , 
was dismantling , patching, refitting , sharpening implements etc. The 
Learned Counsel has thereafter pointed out that MW1 himself has 
admitted that Ext. W6 and W7 are records kept in the course of the 
Management s business. 
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The Learned Counsel has then referred to Ext. W12 which refer 
J ed to the injuries sustained by Sri Velayudhan due to accident on 
29-3-1960 in the course of his employment and how the Workmen s 
Compensation Commissioner granted a compessation of Rs. 1050 and 
how the Management, has given him the amount without any demur . 
According to him if Velayudhan was not a workman of the Manage . 
ment on the relevant. date, the compensation would not have been 
awarded. Similarly he has referred to Ext. W17 order issued by the 
Regional Provident Fund Commissioner , Trivandrum , on 12-3-1965 . 
According to him this order is even now in force since it is neither 
cancelled nor reviewed by the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
himself, nor has the Management taken steps to file an appeal or revi 
sion on the said order. By Ext. W17 order the Provident Fund Com 
missioner has directed the Management to include Velayudhan in the 
Provident Fund Scheme with effect from 31-7-1956 . 

The Learned Counsel has thereafter referred to the contention 
of the Management that Velayudhan is a contractor as per Exts. 
N1 to M19 . According to him Ext. M1 to M19 are all matters 
regarding contract works undertaken by Velayudhan . These works 
were done by Velayudhan on contracts after his regular work on 
the Estate . He has asserted that Ext. M7 to M17 are proof positive 
to show that the Management has deliberately adopted the practice 

of giving more contract work to Sri Velayudhan than regular work 
2. during the years from 1962 to 1965. Finally the Learned Counsel 

for the Union has asserted that the evidence relied on by the Manage 
inent, cannot be considered as cogent in order to prove that 
Sri Velayudhan was a contractor and not a workman . 

To support the case set up by the Management the Learned 
Cousel for the Management was citing several rulings of the Supreme 
Court as well as rulings of the various High Courts, such as those 
reported in 1963-( 2 ) LLJ 608 (S.C ), 1961 ( 1 ) LLJ 549 (S.C.), 1962 
KLJ (33), AIR 1957 ( S.C ) 264, 1957 ( 1) LLJ 477, 1962 ( 1 ) LLJ 119, 
1958 ( 2 ) LLJ 252 and 1959 KLJ (70 ) (Kerala High Court) . The 
Learned Counsel for the union cited rulings reported in 1959 KLJ 70 
and AIR 1957 264 and also 1961 KLJ 623 in support of his case . 
Since two rulings are cited commonly by both the advocates, it is 
just and reasonable on my part to refer to the same before referring 
to the other rulings. 

The ruling of the Supreme Court reported in 1957 AIR at page 
264 is referred to by both the parties. This is the famous ruling 
of the Supreme Court in the case of Dharangachara Chemical Works 
Limited Vs., State of Sourashtra and others. This is reported in 
1957 ( 1) LLJ at page 477 also . In this ruling their Lordships of 
the Supreme Court held as follows: 

The prima facie test which applied in order to determine the 
relationship is the existence of right of control in respect 
G. 800 
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of the manner in which the work is to be done. There is a 
distinction between a contract for service and a contract of 
service. In the first case the master can order or require what 
is to be done while in the second case he can not only order 
or require what is to be done but now it shall be done " . 

" A person who agrees himself to work and does so work 
and is therefore a workman does not cease to be such by 
reason merely of the fact that he gets other persons to work 
along with him and that these persons are controlled and 
paid by him . What determines whether a person is a work 
man or an independent contractor is whether he has agreed 
to work personally or not. If he has, then he is a workman 
and the fact that he takes assistance from other persons would 

not aflect his status" . 

It was also held that the question of relationship of master 
and servant is purely , one of fact and that a person could be a 
workman even if he is paid not per day but by the job . 

The question to be decided in the cited case was whether the 
Agaria s working in the salt works at Kuda in the Rann of Cuch 
were workmen within the meaning of the term as defined in the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The Agaria s who were the workers 
were given specific plots or land in the said place wherein they 
sunk wells and brought the brine to surface and collected them in 
the reservoirs and then flowed in the Patta s and kept there until 
it got transformed into crystals. The whole work was supervised 
by a Salt -Superintendent engaged by the Management and instruc 
tions were given by him to the workmen namely the Agaria s. 
The dispute was whether the Agaria s were workmen of the Manage 
ment or not. 

Their Lordships of the Supreme Court held that the Agaria s 
are workmen as defined in Sec . 2 ( s) of the Industrial Disputes Act for 
the reasons already mentioned above. 

The ruling reported in 1959 KLJ at 70 is the ruling of His 
Lordship Justice Sri. Vydyalingam of the Kerala High Court. In 
the said ruling His Lordchip Justice Vydvalingam has followed the 
ruling of the Supreme Court cited above. The workmen involved in 
this case were goldsmiths who were working in Kallupalam Lads 
Jewellery at Kottayam . The question was whether thes goldsmiths 
were having cmployer -employee relationship with the Management 
and can be considered as workmen as per Sec. 2 (s) in the Industrial 
Disputes Act . It was held as follows : 

" The question whether the relationship between the parties 
is one as between employer and employee or between master and 
servant, is a pure question of fact. It is well settled that the 
slccision of the Tribunal on a question of fact which it has 
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jurisdiction to determine is not liable to be trestinel 
in proceedings under Art. 226 of the Constitution unless at 

the least it is shown to be fully unsupported by evidence" . 

In par. 21 of the Judgement it was held 
" that proper test is whether or not the hírer had authority to con 
trol the manner of execution of the act in question " . It was further 
held as follows: 

" The broad distinction between a workman and an independent 
contractor lies in this , that while the former agrecs nimself 
to work the latter agrees to get other persons to work . Now 
a person who agrees himself to work and does so work and! 
is therefore a workman does not cease to be such by 
reason merely of the fact that he gets other persons 
to work along with him and that 

those 

Persons 
are controlled and paid by him . What deterinines whether 
a person is a workman or an independent contractor is whether 
He has agreed to work personally or not. If he has, then 
he is a workman and the fact that he takes assistance from 
other persons would not affect his status" . 
The facts of this case are as follows: 

Goldsmiths were employed by the Management of Kallupalam 
Lads Jewellery , Kottayam . They come for work at a specified time 
to the Managements shop and are given certain amount of gold 
weighed and according to specification given , certain jewels are manu 
factured , and after the work they return the ornaments along with 
the remaining gold and they are paid the making charges for each 
ornament. The goldsmiths were given facilities to sit and work in 
the premises of the Management. Both the parties have adduced 
oral and documentary evidence before the Industrial Tribunal, 
Alleppey . But the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey accepted evidence 
adduced by the union and held that the goldsmiths are workmen 
as per Sec. 2 (s ) of Industrial Disputes Act. The evidence of the 
union was to the effect that the goldsmiths were working within the 
premises of the establishment of the Management, that they were 
working themselves, that they could not employ others for the work . 
that they were not allowed to take the gold entrusted to them to their 
homes for completing the work and that there was supervision 
and control by the Management regarding the manner in whichi 
the work was done by them . The award of the Industrial Tribunal, 
Alleppey, to the elect that the goldsmiths were workmen as per 
Sec . 2 (s ) of the Industrial Disputes Act, was upheld by Justice 
Vydyalingam of the Kerala High Court as per the aforementioned 
ruling following the ruling of the Supreme Court reported in AIR 
1957 (S. C.) 264. as well as the ruling of the Supreme Court in 
Chintaman Rao Vs. State of II. P. reported in 1958. (2 ) LLJ at 
page 252 
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Now before proceeding with the discussion of the facts of the 
instant case with the facts of the reported cases, I hold that it is 
just and reasonable on my part to refer to certain other observations 
of their Lordship of the Supreme Court in the ruling reported in 
AIR 1957 (S. C.) 26-4 . At page 267 of the report after considering 
the definition of the term "Workman ", their Lordships observed 
as follows : 
The essential condition of a person to be 

workman 
within the terms of this definition is that he should be 
employed to do the work in that Industry, that there should , 
in their words, an employment of him by the employer and 
that there should be the relationship between the employer 
and him as between the emplover and employee or master 
and servant. Unless a person is thus employed there can be 
no question of his being a workman within the definition of 
the term as contained in the Act ." 

In the light of the above observations, it is indispensably 
necessary that the concerned person should have been employed 
in the Industry by the Management as in the capacity of the 
employer. In the instant case indisputably it is admitted that 
Sri. Velayudhan was employed on the Ladrum Estate in Seetha 
Division by the Management to do the work of a blacksmith . It 
is proved through the witness of the Union as well as through 
the only witness of the Management namely the General Manager 
of the Company , that Sri. Velayudhan was employed on the 
Ladrum Estate from the year 1945 onwards, that he was 
looking after the repair work of the machinery in the factory 
and was also looking after the repair works of motor -cars, trucks, 
rollers, tractors and jeeps, repairs of ropeway and also manufacture 
of all tools and implements necessary for the Estate work . There 
fore unambiguously the fact that Sri. Velayudhan was employed on 
the Estate by the Management is admitted by all parties concerned . 
• The most important question that is to be decided is in what capa 

city Sri. Velayudhan was working on the Estate. Was he working 
as an independent contractor or as a regular workman ? 

As in the case cited viz ., in the ruling of the Kerala High Court 
reported in 1959 KLJ 70. Sri Velayudhan was working on the pre 
mises of the Estate ; when he was manufacturing tools and 
implements etc., in the smithy , admittedly provided by the Manag 
ment. He was also living in the lean - to att ed to the smithy, 
constructed by the Management, for and on his behalf, with his 
wife and children . Regarding repairs of machinery in the factory 
he was doing the same within the factory. As in the manufacture 
of gold articles by the goldsmiths in the Kottayam case , Sri 
Velayudhan was ordered to do certain jobs for which charges were 
priced . on certain occasions. Indisputably Sri Velayudhan was in 
the check -roll of the Estate along with other workman upto the 
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year 1957 receiving wages , as per the clicck-roll, in the same way 
as the other workers and obtaining rice and rations from the Estate 
in the very same way as was obtained by the other workers. Ac! 
mittedly he was given working cards as in the case of other workers, 
which is evidenced by Ext. W2, W3 and W4 etc. Similarly Ext. 
W6 and w7 which as per the General Manager, " MW1" , are records 
kept in the due course of business by the Estate, would show that 
Sri Velayudhan was given wages on a particular basis for work 
done by him on the Estate . He was getting a rate of pay and it 
was enhanced now and then . For a period he was getting Rs 2.37 Ps 
thereafter it was enhanced to Rs. 2.62 Ps., and yet another enhance . 
mert was.given . raising his wages to Rs 3. These facts are admitted 
by the Management . Even the fact that he was given 18 Ps. over 
and above Rs. 3 per day, on the basis of the second interim increase 
as recommended by the Wage Board also is admitted . It is seen , 
that after the year 1957 a subtle change has been introduced by 
the Management in the mode of working of Sri Velayudhan . Any 
how it cannot be considered that this subtle introduction of the 
change in the mode of working , was done by the Mariagement un 
consciously , because, MW1 himself has conceded that by the end 
of the year 1957 , the then General Manager of the Company has 
informed all the Superintendents of the Estate , that workers like 
blacksmiths should be deleted from the check -roll and must be 
cortsidered as petty -contractors, maintaining a petty - contractors 
account-book separately . This is evidenced by Ext. N25 which is 
designated as petty - circular by the General Manager. In this con 
text it is interesting to note that the Superintendent of the Lurum 
Estate was having a doubt regarding the status of blacksmiths or the 
Estate and he was seeking a clarification from the Gener :! Norger 
regarding the same. Ext. 124 letter of the General Manager sub 
stantiates this position . 

Now , the facts of the instant case add much more strength to 
the case set up by the union , than the facts of the cited case in 
the ruling of Justice Sri Vydyalingam , since, regarding goldsıniths, 
there was no case for the union , that they were enrolled in the 
attendance register of the employees by the Management or that . 
they had any record to show that they were among the employees 
of the establishment, whereas in the instant case admittedly worker 
Velayudhan was in the check -roll for a pretty long time up to the 
end of the year 1957 and then only he was removed to the petty 
contractors account, unilaterally , by the Management. Voit 
has come in evidence through WW5 that blacksmith - Velayu lhen 
has enlisted himself as a member of the Trade Union only in the 
year 1964. Of course it is admitted that he was not given any 
fringe benefits which were enjoyed by all the other regular workers . 
Any how , this attitude of the Management is questioned and the 
dispute is raised only after Velayudhan has become a member of 
the trade union , in the year 1964. 
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In the light of the aforementioned facts . I hold that the facts 
of this case would enrich the contentions of the union more , than the 
contentions set up by the Kottayam Taluk Abharana Thozhilali 
Union , Kottayam , in the case reported 1959 KLJ page 70. It is 
admitted by the Management, that Sri Velayudhan has sustained an 
employment injury on 29-3-1960 by an accident and that the com 
missioner for Workmen s Compensation has awarded a compensa 
tion to him to the tune of Rs. 1,260 calculated as per Sec. 4 ( 1 ) ( C ) 
read with schedule IV of the Workmen s Compensation Act, on the 
basis of the average monthly wages, Sri Velayudhan was obtaining 
prior to the date of the accident, at Rs. 91.76 . The Management 
has admitted that an amount of Rs. 1,050 was given to the worker 
deducting Rs 210 already paid to him . All these facts are borne 
out by Ext. WS, W9, W10, W11 and W12 respectively . In Ext. W8 
it is specifically said by the Commissioner for Workmen s Compensa 
tion , who is none other than the Labour Commissioner of the State, 
that the Suprintendent of Ladrum Estate is the employer of Sri 
P. K. Velayudhan who is the worker concerned in the case. Similarly 
all correspondence from the Office of the Labour Commissioner, 
Trivandrum , as evidenced by the above mentioned Exts. would indis 
putably point out the employer-employee relationship between the 
Management and blacksmith Sri Velayudhan . These Exts . were 
proved by the union but could not be rebutted by the Management.. 
To lessen the gravity of the payment of compensation to black 
smitl: Ve ayudhan for the employment injury sustained by him , the 
Managment has produced a copy of a petty -circular of the General 
Manager dated 16-7-1956 and marked as Ext. 142. In Ext M42 the 
General Manager has stated that as per Sec. 12 ( 1 ) of the Workmen s 
compensation Act 1923, the employer is liable to pay compensation to 
any workmen injured on duty , not only if he is a peripanunt work 
man but also if he is a contractor s workman working for the 
employer. As per this circular the Management has tried to point 
out that even a contractors workman is entitled to get compensation 
from the establishment for an employment- injury sustained during 
the employment in the establishment. Sec . 12( 1 ) of the Workmen s 
Compensation Act 1923, declares that the Principal shall be liable to 
pay to any workman employed in the execution of the work , any 
compersation which he would have been liable to pay if that work 
man had been immediately employed by him . But on a careful peru 
sal of the sections of the workmen s Compensation Act 1923, it can 
not be seen that any Compensation is to be paid to any independent 
contractor .other than a workman . The person entitled to compen 
sation on sustaining an employment- injury must be a workman 
either of the employer or of a contractor. Now in the instant case 
if Sri Velayudhan is an independent Contractor as alleged by the 
Management, lie is not entitled to get any compensation . Even the 
Management has no case that Sri Velayudhan is a workman of a 
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contractor. It is their case that he was employed to do the work of 
a blacksmith on the Estate . Thus he was awarded compensation 
by the Commissioner for workmen s Compensation, since he was a 
workman and since there was no contractor employing him . He 
was thus adjudged indisputably, as the workman working under 
the Management. This payment was done by the Management in 
the year 1962, that is, much after they have put the name of black 
smith Sri Velayudhan in the so - called petty -contractors account . This 
incident undoubtedly adds much to the weight of the contentions 
forwarded by the union that Sri Velayudhan was a regular workman 
on the Estate and was considered so by the Management , for all prac . 
tical purposes . Coupled with this, the order of the firgivnal Pro 
vident Fund Commissioner as evidenced by Ext. W17 directing the 
Management to enlist blacksmith Velayudhan in the Provident Fund 
Scheme with effect from 31-7-1956 , has added further weight to the 
contentions set up by the .union regarding the employer- employee 
relationship of the Management with blacksmith Velayudhan. At 
any rate since the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner has not 
cancelled his own order and passed a different order, the crder Ext. 
W17 should be considered as in force even at present. 0.1 a peru 
sal of Ext . W17 it is seen that the Provident Fund Cominissioner 
has been making some enquiry regarding the authenticity of the 
claim of the union that Sri Velayudhan should be included in the 
Provident Fund Scheme. Since the Management has been asking 
for an interview , the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
had the courtesy to fix another conference for a further enquiry at 
Kottayam , wherein both the parties admittedly were present. Even 
after that enquiry the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner has 
neither cancelled Ext. W17 order, nor passed a new order . Therefore 
it is only just and reasonable on my part to conclude that the order 
Ext. W17 is still in force . This position also strengthens the conten 
tion that Sri Velayudhan must be considered as a regular workman 
of the Ladrum Estate . 

The next point that should be considered as aulding further 
strength to the contentions of the union , is the admonition given 
by the management to blacksmith Velayudhan for conducting a tea 
shop on the Estate . Ext. W13 and Ext . W16 are two notices issued to 
blacksmith Velayudhan of Seetha Division by the Management, ander 
registered post with acknowledgeme due, directing him to stop 
the running of the tea shop, or that action will be takaa agairst 
him . These two notices were sent in the very letter paper of the 
Management, fully signed by the Superintendent of the Ladrun Estate . 
These two notices may be considered as notices issued before taking 
displinary action against the worker. If blacksmith Velayudhan 
was only an independent contracter he would not have dared to 
conduct a tea shop on the Estate . Since lie is a workman he must 
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have started running a tea shop, as certain workers do on the various 
Estates of the area , either with permission or without permission 
of the Management. When tea shops are conducted by workers 
on estates without the permission of the Managements, the Manage 
ments issue notices and show cause notices which finally culminate in 
to domestic enquiries and concomitant dismissals from the service. Ext. 
W16 is dated 19th November, 1962. In Ext. W16 , it is stated by the 
Superintendent that 

..... if you do not stop running 
your tea -shop within one month from the date ci this letter, I shall 
be forced to take action against you ". Since no action is seen to 
have been taken by the Management on Velayudhan, on this score, 
it is to be presumed that Sri Velayudhan had stopped the running 
of the tea shop on the Estate, Anyhow , the fact remains that 
Sri Velayudhan was running a tea shop on the Estate without the 
permission of the Managenient and that the Management has issued 
notices to him threatening. disciplinary action to be taken against 
him This episode which is not challenged by theManagement, shows 
that there was employer -employee relationship or master and servant 
relationship between the Management and blacksmith Velayudhan 
than the relationship of the Management with an independent 
contractor. 

Thus on a meticulous scrutiny and an anxious consideration 
of the oral and documentary evidence adduced by both the parties, 
I have no hesitation to come to the conclusion , that although black 
smith Velayudhan was undertaking certain petty -contracts also , to 
be executed by him for the Management, he was a regular workman 
of the Estate, having his name in the check - roll during the major 
period of his employment. Now even if Sri Velayudhon was taking 
certain contracts under the Management his status as a worker of 
the Estate cannot be lost. This position is strengthened by a 
similar example in the case of one Ibrahim on the very same Estate , 
who was a regular workman of the check - roll as he was a watch 
man , but was also undertaking petty - contracts under the Manage 
inent. This fact is not denied by MW1, the only witness of the 
Management Therefore the proposition that a regular worker can 
uaciortake to execute certain works on a contract basis, after liis 
regular work on the Estate, cannot be questioned by the Manage 
ment. Even MW1 has unambiguously acqueisced to this fact, in the 
cross-examination , that is, any regular workman of the Estate can 
do any other work after his period of work on the Estate, for 
anybody else. 

Before making a definite finding on this point, I have to refer 
t , the other rulings cited by the Management. 

The ruling of the Supreine Court reported in 1963 (2 ) LLJ 
at page 608 , deals with S 33C (2 ) of the Industrial Disputes Act 
and Art. 181 etc., of the Limitation Act. In this ruling the question 
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of claim for bonus inade after a long lapse of time is also referred 
to , and their Lordships have observed that Industrial Adjudication 
may refuse to entertain the claim , og Government may refuse to 
make reference in that behalf. Since this ruling is not dealing with 
the question of employer- employee relationship , it has nothing to 
do with the instant issue. 

The ruling of the Supreme Court reported in 1961 ( 1) LLJ at 
page 549 is regarding the case of the State of Kerala Vs. Patel. 
This ruling deals with Sec. 2 (k ) and 2 (1 ) of the Factories Act. 
llere , the question decided was whether a person emloyed Joy an 
independent contractor, though working in the factory premises is 

workman qua the proprietor of the factory. Their lord 
ships of the Supreme Court, have followed their former decision 
reported in 1958 (2 ) LLJ at page 252. Their Lordslips have decided 
that the " moopan " in the factory is an independent contractor 
and workman employed by him cannot be considered as the workman 
of the Management since they have no control on the said work 
man . The facts of the cited case cannot be considered on a par 
with the facts of the instant case . Therefore this ruling cannot 
be considered, as apt to the occasion . The ruling of the Supreme 
Court reported in AIR 1957 ( S.C ) 264 and in 1957 ( 1 ) LLJ 477 
are one and the same and they are already referred to at the 
outset. The Learned Counsel for the Management has also referred 
to the ruling of the Supreme Court reported in 1962 1) LIJ at 

In this ruling also , their Lordships of the Supreme Court 
were dealing with the section of the Factories Act regarding the 
question of worker and an independent contractor. The workers 
concerned in the said case were bidi rollers. In this ruling Justice 
Subba Rao was making a dissenting note. The majority of the 
Judges held that bidi-rollers who were not bound to attend the 
factory in the work of rolling bidis for any fixed period , who were 
free to go and come as they pleased and absent themselves for 
any number of days at their will, having no supervision at all of 
their work , were not workmen as defined in Sec . ? (1 ) of the 
Factories Act. Justice Subba Rao in his dissenting note observed , 
that all the necessary ingredients of the word " employer " as laid 
down in the decision in 1958 (2 ) LLJ- 252 are found in the instant 
case and so the concerned persons must be held as workers as 
defined in Sec. 2 ( 1 ) of the Factories Act qua the owner and occupier 
of the factory . 


page 119 . 


All the aforementioned rulings cannot be considered as apt, 
as the rulings discussed at the outset, namely the ruling of the 
Supreme Court reported in AIR 1957 (S.C ) 264 and the ruling of 
the Kerala High Court reported in 1959/KL.1/ 70 , to the facts of 
the instant case . 

G. 800 
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The latest ruling on the subject paſsed by the Kerala High 

In the said ruling 
Court is reported in 1971 KLT at page 193. 
His Lordship Justice M. U. Isaac has upheld the decision of this 
Tribunal, regarding certain workmen who were packing , landing and 
loading textiles in some of the textile shops at Alleppey , as work 
men as per Sec . 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947. 

The 
said workmen of the textile shops were not included in the Rolls, 
although they were working in the textile shops for a number of years. 
They were not given leave with wages or any other fringe benefits 
as in the case of the other workmen and they were given remunera 
tion for the work turned out by them , as and when the work was 
available. The finding of this Tribunal that the said workman are 
workmen as per Sec. 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act was upheld 
by Justice M. U. Issac and it was observed as follows:-- 

....... it is true that there are no regular or 
fixed hours of work ; but the workers, as a matter of practice 
and necessity report for work everyday in the morning and 
make themselves available for work according to the volume 
of work which has to be done on each day . On some days, 
they have to work even during the nights . The question of 
reporting for work regularly at a fixed time and of being present 
regularly until a fixed hour on every day does not arise in the 
nature of the work . Admittedly there are no written rules or 
standing orders regulating the conduct of work . In such cir 
cumstances, the question of granting leave or exercise of disci 
plinary authority would not also arise. The contention that the 
employers do not have any supervision or exercise any control over 
the work was rightly rejected by the Industrial Tribunal. In 
the nature of the work , the workers cannot do it as they please. 
It has to be done in themanner directed by the employers . Some 
of the items are done in the presence of the employers or of their 
representatives. At any rate the right of supervision and control 
exists in respect of every item of work ." 


In the light of the observations of His Lordship Justice 
M. U. Isaac of the Kerala High Court as mentioned above , no reason 
able person can come to any other conclusion other than that, that 
blacksmith Velayudhan should be considered as a workman pure and 
simple as per Sec. 2 ( s ) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947. When 
the workers of the Textile shops concerned in the reported case , 
have never found a place in the Rolls of the shops, although they were 
working for a number of years, blacksmith Velayudhan was in the Rolls 
of the Estate from the very outset till the year 1957, when his 
name was removed from the Rolls unilaterally by the Management 
and included eliberately in a petty -contractors account book . 
Blacksmith Velayudhan was given a regular rate of daily wages for 


a number of years enhancing the same at intervals , thus coming 
from Rs 2.37 ps. it was raised to Rs 2.62 and then to Rx 3 to which 
was added 18 ps . per day as per the recommendations on the Central 
Wage Board These facts were admitted by the only witness 
the Management who is none other than the General Manager of 
the Company. But the workers concerned in the reported case 
were getting only piece-rate, wages for whatever work turned out 
by them in the textiles shops at Alleppey. They were never given 
any daily -rates of wages as in the case of blacksmith Velayudhan . 
Workers of the textile shops were getting no fringe benefits at 
all, whereas blacksmith Velayudhan was getting certain items of 
the fringe benefits namely free quarters, rice and free medical aid 
etc., as in the case of other workers on the Estate. In the case of 

the concerned workers of the textile shops of Alleppey, they were 
• getting remuneration from the customers of the textile shops who 
went for purchasing textiles in wholesale . These textiles were packed 
and either .carried in person or in carts and delivered by these 
workmen to the customers and remuneration was obtained by them 
from the customers. There is no specific case against Velayudhan 
that he was working for any other body during his working time 
on the estate. The only case is that he was doing certain works 
for the Management on contract basis also . At the same time MWI 
himself has admitted that Sri Velayudhan is entitled to do work 
for anybody after the period of work scheduled to be done for the 
Management. Thus comparing the status of the workers concerned 
in the reported case namely the landing, loading and packing workers 
of the textile -shops at Alleppey, blacksmith Velayudhan was having 
much more qualities which would enable him to fall within the defini 
tion of " workman " in Sec. 2 ( s) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

Thus, finally, taking all these into consideration , I hold , that 
it is only just and reasonable on my part, to find that blacksmith 
Velayudhan was a regular workman on the Ladrum Estate as per 
Sec . 2 (s ) of the Industrial Dispute Act and was not at all an 
independent contractor as alleged by the Management The matter 
is found accordingly . 
Issue No. 1: - " Wage increase to Sri P. K. Velayudhan , 

blacksmith from 1-1-1963 " . 
The contentions of the Union are that as per a Government 
Notification , the minimum wage was fixed at Rs 3.85 Ps. per day 
for a blacksmith with effect from 1-1-1963, and so the worker is 
entitled to get the same with effect from 1-1-1963, with suitable 
adjustments for subsequent years, commensurate with the increase 
in the cost of living index. Now although the Union has not produced 
this notification , the Management has produced a copy of the noti 
fication dated 24th November , 1962 and marked the same as 
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Ext. M16 . This notification concerns employment in the construc 
tion of roads or in building operations and in stone breaking or 
stone crushing and among the time-rates fixed for the various items 
of work , wage for the work of a blacksmith is fixed at Rs 3 85 Ps. 
per day. The contentions of the Management are to the effect 
that this rate is applicable only to blacksmiths en :ployed in the 
construction of roads and buildings and breaking of stones or 
crushing of stones and would not apply to blacksmiths employed 
in the plantations. At any rate , no cogent or reliable evidence is 
adduced by the Union regarding the enhancement of wages to be 
given to the blacksmith in the concerned case . 

or course Sri Velayudhan is entitled to get all the enhancements 
in the wages , as are given to blacksmiths who are regular einployees 
on the estates in the area. But it is the case of the Union that he 
is denied employment with effect from 17-12-1965 . 

Therefore Sri 
Velayudhan is not working on the estate with effect from January, 

1966 and this fact is not denied by the Management. The denial of 
• employment at any rate, is illegal, since I have found that he is a 

regular workman on the estate working under the Management and 
not as an independent contractor. Since the denial of employment 
is illegal, I hold that the worker is entitled to a reasonable compen 
sation for the loss of work during the period from January, 1966 to 
the date of his reinstatement, which the Management shall do aſter 
the period of thirty days from the date of the publication of this 
award . Sri Velayudhan was given on a previous occasion , when he 
was on medical leave, a lump payment of Rs 50 per mensem . 

It was 
during the period after he sustained the employment injury , for which 
the Workmen s Compensation Commissioner had awarded him com 
pensation later . In the peculiar circumstances of this case , I hold that 
it, is only just and reasonable on my part to order the Management 
to pay him at the rate of Rs. 50 per mensem for the period of his 
non - employment with effect from January, 1966 , till he is reinstated 
after the period of thirty days from the date of publication of this 
award . When he is thus reinstated in service, the Management shall 
give him the rate of wages per day , which is prevalent in the area. 
for regular blacksmiths employed on the estates. 
Issue No. 2 : " The bonus and cumbly allowance for the period 

from 1-1-1962.” . 
In the circumstances of this case I hold that it will not be a 
traversity of Justice , when I decide that the workman need not be 
given any bonus or cumbly allowance for the past period since there 
was a bonafide dispute regarding the status of the workman . This 
decision of this Court is strengthened by the observations of Their 
Lordships of the Supreme Court in their ruling reported in 196312 ) 
LLJ 608. It was held in the said case, that Industrial Adjudication 
may refuse to entertain the claim for bonus made after a long lapse 
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of time. I hold that the worker is entitled to get bonus and cumbly 
allowance and all other amenities due to a regular workman on the 
Estate , from the date of his reinstatement. 

Issue Na 3 : "Wages for the period from 19-5-1965 to 21-7-1965 " . 

It has come in evidence that the worker was not given any work 
on the old terms and conditions of service during this period and 
only after the conciliation conference held by the Deputy Labour 
Officer at Peermade, the management has agreed to give him work on 
the old terms and conditions of service. The reason alleged by the 
Union , for this peculiar action of the Management, is victimisation 
of the worker by theManagement, for the order passed by the Provi 
dent Fund Commissioner directing the Management to inclucie him in 
the Provident Fund Scheme. Whatever be the reason , I hold that 
it is only just and reasonable on my part, to direct the Management. 
to pay the worker an amount ofRs 100 , for this period of two months 
of non - employment. 

Thus I pass my award in terms specified above and this 
award shall come into force on the expiry of 30 days from the date 
of its publication in the Government Gazeite . 

K. P. M. SHERIFF , 
Industrial Tribunal. 


APPENDIX 
Witness examined on the Management s side: 

MWI Shri E. S. J. Davidar . 
Witness examined on the Union s side: 

WW1 Shri K. N. Krishnan Kutty. 
WW2 Shri E. K. Shankaran . 
WW3 

Shri Anthappan . 
WW4 Shri P. K. Velayudhan . 
WW5 Shri T. N. G. Panicker. 
Exts, marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. M1 Letter dated 29-6-1962 sent by P. K. Velayu i an io the 

Superintendent of Ladrum Estate. 
M2 Order dated 15-1-1963 to Shri P. K. Velayudhan , Blacksmith . 
M3 Receipt for Rs 54 received from Shri P. K. Velayudhan . 

Blacksmith . 
M4 Letter dated 24-8-1964 to Shri P. K. Velayudhan 
M5 Copy of a petition dated 21-8-1964 to the Superintendent 

of Ladrum Estate . 
M6 Tender notice dated 5-9-1964 for Rs 475 accepted by 

Shri P. K. Velayudhan . 
M7 Statement of details of work for Rs 73.14 ps. of Shri 

P. K. Velayudhan . 
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Ext. M8 Receipt for Rs 73.14 ps. from Shri Velayudlian . 

M9 Details of work of Shri Velayudhan in July , August, 1965 . 
M10 Receipt for Rs 65.19 from Slui Velayudhan . 
M11 Details of work of Shri Velayudhan , Blacksmith from 

September, 1965 to October, 1965. 
M12 Cash receipt for Rs 78.91 from Shri Velayudhan . 
M13 Statement of work of Shri Velayudhan in October , 1967. 
M11 Cash receipt for Rs 80.73 from Shri Velayudhan . 
M15 Details of work of Shri Velayudhan in November, 1965 . 
M16 Cash receipt for Rs 59.74 from Shri Velayudhan dated 

3-12-1965. 
M17 Details of work in December , 1965 of Shri Velayudhan . 
M18 Cash receipt for Rs 47.93 from Shri Velayudhan . 
M19 Order of four dozen weeding forks at Rs. 28 per dozen to 

Shri Velayudhan . 
M20 Copy of a check roll for October , 1956 of Ladrum Estate , 

Sita Division . 
M21 Copy of a letter dated 25-7-1966 from Deputy Labour 

Officer to the Joint Secretary , P.T.E.L. Union , Peermade. 
M22 Copy of a check roll for March, 1954 of Ladrum Estate , 

Sita Division . 
M23 Letter dated 7-5-1955 from the Superintendent of the 

Southern India Tea Estate Co., Ltd., to the General 

Manager. 
M21 Copy of a letter dlated . 11-5-1955 from the General 

Manager to the Supreintendent of Ladrum Estate . 
M25 Copy of a letter dated 26-11-1957 to the Superintendent, 

Glenmary, Kudua karnam , Ladrum from the General 

Manager . 
M26 Copy of a check roll for April, 1956 of Ladrum Estate . 

Sita Division . 
M27 Copy of a check roll for October , 1957 of Ladrum Estate. 

Sita Division . 
M28 Copy of a check roll for November; 1957 of Ladrum 

Estate, Sita Division , 
M29 Certified copy of petty contractors accounts from 1st of 

November , 1957 to April, 1958 . 
M30 Certified copy of a petty contractor accounts from 1958 

May to 1-9-1958 . 
M31 Certified copy of page 329 of petty contractors Account 

from 1.2-1959 to 1-5-1959 . 
M32 True copy of the judgment dated 23-9-1963 of the Munsill 

Court, Kanjirapally . 
M33 True copy of the petty contractors accounts page No. 311 

from 1-6-1959 to 1-10-1959 . 
M31 True copy of the petty contractors account for March , 

1963 page No. 101 and 102 folio . 
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Ext. M35 True copy of the petty Contractors account, Ladrum 

Estate from March , 1964 to April , 1964. 
M36 True copy of the petty contractors accounts for March , 

April, 1965. 
M37 True copy of the petty contractor s account for February , 

1965 . 
M38 Certified copy of a letter dated 23-11-1957 addressed to 

the General Manager, by the Superintendent , Ladrum 

Estate . 
N39 True copy of a letter dated 4-6-1965 written by the 

Superintendent to the Deputy Labour Officer, Peermade. 
M40 Report of the Tea Maker.. 
M41 Report dated 4-6-1965 in respect of Velayudhan . 
M42 Copy of a petty circular dated 16-7-1956 from the General 

Manager, S.I.T.E. 
M43 True copy of the minutes of the C.T.P. Association , Com 

mittee Meeting on 25-7-1957. 
M44 True copy of the order dated 4-6-1962 for grass knives 

for Sita Division to Shri Velayudhan . 
M45 True copy of the order dated 10-4-1962 from the Superin 

tendent to Shri Velayudhan . 
M46 Copy of Gazette notification dated 24-11-1962 regarding 

minimum wages for employment as contribution and 

maintenance of roads. 
M47 True copy of petty circular dated 7-6-1963 issued by the 

Superintendent of S.I.T.E. 
M48 True copy of the letter dated 26-3-1965 by the General 

Manager to the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner. 
M49 True copy of a letter dated 31-3-1965 from the Provident 

Fund Commissioner to the General Manager. 
M50 True copy of a letter dated 12-4-1965 from the General 

Manager to the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner , 
M51 True copy of a letter dated 16-11-1965 from !he Regional 

Provident Fund Commissioner to the General Manager. 
M52 True copy of a letter dated 21-9-1966 from Mr. Taylor 

to Shri E. S. J. Davidar Ladrum Estate. 
Exhibits marked on the Union s side: 

W1 Copy of the memorandum of settlement dated 28-2-1966. 
W2 Attendance card issued from the factory to Shri Velayudhan 

in April, 1962 
W3 Attendance card issued from the factory to Shri 

Velayudhan in April, 1963 . 
W4 Attendance card issued from the factory to Shri 

Velayudhan in April, 1964. 
W5 Check Roll wageslip of Ladrum Estate , Sita 

Division 
issued to Shri Velayudhan . 
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Ext. W6 Account book issued to Shri Velayudhan from the Estate 

for the period from February , 1949 to April, 1953 . 
W7 

Account book issued to Shri Velayudhan for the period 

from September, 1953 to September, 1958 . 
W8 Notice dated 10-12-1960 from the Commissioner for 

Workmen s Compensation to Shri P. K. Velayudhan . 
W9 Memo dated 16-1-1961 from the Labour Commissioner , to 

Shri P. K. Velayudhan . 
W10 A letter dated 12-8-1961 addressed to D.M.O. Kottayam 

· from the Commissioner for Workmen Compensation , 

Trivandrum with copy to Shri Velayudhan . 
W11 A letter dated 3-10-1961 addressed to D. M. 0. Kottayam 

from the Commissioner for Workmen Compensation , 

Trivandrum with copy to Shri Velayudhan . 
W12 A letter dated 1-2-1962 addressed to the Manager , Calcutta 

Claims Bureau for the Commissioner for Workmen 

Compensation , Trivandrum with copy to Shri Velayuthan . 
W13 Notice dated 16-6-1961 issued to Shri P. K. Velayudhan 

from the Superintendent of the S.I.T.E. 
W14 Copy of a petition dated 8-6-1965 from Shri P. K. 

Velayudhan to the Superintendent, Ladrum Estate . 
W15 Copy of the Memorandum of settlement dated 14-6-1969 

between the Southern India Tea Estate and ESUSI. 
W16 A Registered letter dated 19-11-1962 from the Superin 

tendent, S.I.T.E. to Shri P. K. Velayudhan . 
W17 Letter dated 12-3-1965 from the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner , Trivandrum to the Superintendent, 

Ladrum Estate . 
W18 Copy of a letter dated 7-6-1965 from the Joint Secretary, 

Peermade Taluk . Estate Labour Union to the Deputy 

Labour Officer , Peermade . 
W19 Copy of a letter dated 28-5-1965 from the Joint Secre 

tary, to the Superintendent, inLadrum Estate. 
W20 Copy of a letter dated 27-9-1965 from the Joint Secretary 

to the Superintendent of Ladrum Estate . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Social Welfare ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 25395/A2/71/ LSWD . 

Dated Trivandrum , 17th July 1971. 
The award ofthe Industrial Tribu tal, Allepp :y in respect of the dispute 
between the M /s. Punalur Paper Mills L d ., Punalur and the workmen of 
the above concern represented by the (1) The Secretary, Punalur Paper 
Mills Workers Union , Punalur ; (2 ) The Secretary ; Punalur Paper Mills 
Labour Congress, Punalur, (3 ) The Secretary. Punalur Paper Mills 
Watchers Association , Punalur; (4 ) the Secretary, Punalur Paper Mills 
Employees Union , Punalur and (5 ) The Secretary, Pinalur Paper Mills 
Ltd. Staff Association , Punalur received by Government on 7-7-1971 is 
hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

( By Order of the Governor) 

S.NAGARAJAN , 

Joint Secretary . 
In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey Dated 
this the 23rd day of June, Nineteen hundred and 

Seventy -one 

Present: 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF , B. SC., B. L. , 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 6 OF 1967 

Between : 
M /S . PUNALUR PAPER MILLS Ltd., 

PUNALUR 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY ( 1) THE SECRETARY, 

PUNALUR PAPER MILLS WORKERS UNION , PUNALUR ; ( 2 ) 
THE SECRETARY, PUNALUR PAPER MILLS LABOUR CONGRESS, 
PUNALUR; (3 ) THE SECRETARY , PUNALUR PAPER 
Mills WATCHERS, AssocIATION PUNALUR ; (4 ) 
THE SECRETARY. PUNALUR PAPER MILLS 

EMPLOYEES TION , PUNALUR AND 
(5 ) THE SECRETARY, PUNALUR 
PAPER MILLS LTD ., STAFF 

AssOCIATION, PUNALUR 
Representations: 
M /s. Menon & Pai, 

For Management. 
Advocates , Ernakulam . 
G. 1509/ B 
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Shri N.Raman Pillai, 

For Union No. 1 . 
Advocate, Quilon . 
Shri. C. M. Steaphen , 
President, Punalur Paper Mills 

For Union Nos . 2 & 5 . 
Ltd., Staff Association , 
Punalur 
ShriN.Sreckantan Nair , 
President, P. P. M. Watchers 

For Union No. 3 . 
Association Punalur. 
Shri V. Bharathan , 
Pre ident, Punalur Paper Mills 

For Union No. 4 . 
Employees Union , Punalur. 

AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G. O. Rt:464 /67 /HLD 
dated 10-2-1967. The issues referred for adjudication are as follows: 

" 1. Bonus for 1965. 
2. Enhancement of wages. 
3. Night allowance . 
4. Leave facilities. 
5. Promotion principles. 
6. Rectification ofdefects in the implementation of work study and 

job evaluation and modification in the job allocation . 
2. Pursuant to summons the parties appeared and all the five Unions 
submitted their claim statements respectively. Regarding issue No. 2 the 
Unions have unanimously demanded enhancement of wages and a new 
scale of pay also . Regarding issue No. 1 viz . , bonus for 1965 , the Punalur 
Paper Mills Workers Union demanded a maximum rate of bonus for the 
year 1965. Union No. 2, namely , the Punalur Paper Mill Labour Congress 
conceded that the workers are entitled to get only 4 % of the total wages 
but contended that a production bonus formula is to be evolved and payment 
is to be made accordingly. They have added that without prejudice to the 
rights of the workers for the formulation of the said formula and payment 
thereunder, the workers may be paid the statutory minimum of 4 of the 
total w.ges as bonus for the year. The Punalur Paper Mills Ltd., Staff 
Association also contended similarly in their writte statement regarding 
issue No. 1. The 3rd and the 4th Union , viz ., the Punalur Paper Mills 
Watchers Asociation and the Punalur Paper Mills Employees Union 
set up their contentions which were same and similar to the contentions 
set by the workers union in their claim statement regarding issue No. 1. 
Regarding all the other issues, the contentions of all the Unionswere the 
same. 
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3. The Management submitted their counter statement in which they 
have controverted all the claims put forward by the Unions as far as all 
the issues are concerned and on Issue No. 2 they have specifically asserted that 
the Company does not have the capacity to give any additional increase in 
respect of basic wages or dearness allowance and there are no grounds for any 
revision at all. 

4. The Punalur Paper Mills Workers Union , the Punalur Paper Miils 
Labour Congress and the Punalur Paper Mills Ltd., Staff Association , sub 
mitted their replications in which they have repudiated all the contentions of 
the Management. 

5. In the meantime the Punalur Paper Mills Ltd., Staff Association sub 
mitted a petition on 16-5-67 praying for an interim relief to the tune of one 
additional increment subject to a minimum of Rs. 15 with an affidavit Ly 
Shri C.M.Steaphen , President of the Staff Association. The Management 
submitted a preliminary objection on 6-6-1967 in which they have pointer 
out that the interim reliefpetition is extremely premature, because, the saiu 
petition was filed even before all the Unions submitted their claim statements 
and has asserted that this petition may be taken up only along with the main 
dispute . 

6. The learned counsel for the Management and the learned representa 
tive of the Union argued their cases succinctly and this court passed its 
award on 6-11-1967 which was published in the Kerala Gazette No. 46 
dated 21st November 1967. In the award the Management was directed to 
pay Rs. 10 per head per month to each and every one of the staff over and 
above what they were being paid at that time. The matter was taken up to 
the Hon ble High Court of Kerala as per an Original Petition and the case 
file was sent to the High Court on the request of the Advocate General 
on 8-7-1968. Thereafter the case was adjourned sine die. 

7. Since it was informed by the parties concerned , that the matter was 
compromised before the Hon ble High Court of Kerala regarding the 
interim relief, thematter was again posted for further trial. In the meantime 
the Management and all the Unions except the Punalur Paper Mills 
Employees Union entered into a settlement regarding all the issues referred 
for adjudication in I. D.No. 6 of 1967 and a memorandum of settlement was 
filed by the concerned parties . The Staff Association has examined one 
witness as WWI- and marked Exts. W1 to W13 and Exts. MIto M8 and 
the compromise was entered into only after this witness was examined . 

8. When the case was reoperted the Punalur Paper Mills Employees 
Union submitted an additional statement and the Management submitted 
an additional counter statement also . The Punalur Paper Mills nployees 
Union submitted an additional statement both for I. D. 6/67 and I. D. 42/67 
together and Management submitted additional counter statements separately 
for 1. D. 6/67 and 42/67 . Thereafier, both the parties submitted that the 
evidence in I. D. 42/67 may be incorporated in 1. D.6/67 and the matter 
may be heard . Accordingly the matter was finally heard . 
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9 The learned representative of the Union , namely, Advocate 
Shri Bharathan , submitted at the out set that the evidence available in this 
case is the evidence in I. D. 42 of 1967 and since the main contention in 
I. D. 42/67 is that the settlement effected between the Management and the 
other Unions is unfair and hence illegal, the arguments avanced in I. D. 42 
of 1967 in this respect may be taken into consideration . He has continued 
that even if the settlement is to be considered legal, there are some glaring 
anomalies in the settlement in I. D. 6 of 1967 which can be seen from a com 
parision of the old and the new scale of pay in the settleme it arrived at 
on 10-4-1969. He has asserted that there is no substance in he argument 
that the company was running at a loss and even if there was any loss it 
would have been only due to the mismanagement for which the employees 
could not be penalised . According to him the settlement has therefore to be 
nullified since it was effected brough unfair practice. He has added that 
the employees were compelled to accept the same because of the reprisal 
lock-out. He has emphatically affirmed that the lock -out is illegal and the 
circumstances that led to this settlementare unfair and so the settlementmay 
be found accordingly . 

10. The learned counsel for the Management submitted that since 
evidence in this case aswell as in I. D. 42 of 1967, where, the same point was 
involved , was taken together, the evidence in that case may be taken as 
evidence in this also . Thereafter he has referred to Ext. M 75 and 
M 76 in I. D. 42 of 1967 which are hc two settlements in the two 
cases. Ext. M 76 is the settlement in I. D. 6 of 1967 . He has referred 
to the notice issued by the Punalur Paper Mills Employees Union 
on 2-5-1969 which wasnarked as Ext. M 71 in I. D. 42 of 1967 suggesting to 
the workmen , that they should not accept the payment in termsof the rettle 
ment and must repudiate the settlement. He has asserted that inspite of 
the said notice all the workmen in the Company accepted payments in 
terms of the settlement and executed receipts in token thereof. He has 
referred to Exts , M 73 and M 74 which are specimen Copicsof these receipts 
marked in I. D. 42 of 1967. According to him , it can be secn from these 
receipts that the workmen were aware of the terms of the settlement and that 
they had received the amounts in terms of the settlement by accepting ihe 
terms of the settlement individually . He has referred to the evidence 
ofMW 1 in I. D. 42 of 1967, Shri S. Rajagopal, who has referred to the 
procedure that was followed in the matter of set lement and the payments 
effected in terms of the same. MW 1 has deposed that 100 % of the work 
men and st. ff of the Mills have accepted the payment in terms of the settle 
ment and receipts similar to Exts, M 73 and M 74 were signed by them . The 
learned coursel pointed out that this evidence of MW 1 was not controvert 
ed by the witnesses examined for and on behalf of the Employees Union in 
I. D. 42 of 1967 and on the contrary they have accepred these facts. Thus 
100 % of the staff and the workmen in the Company have accepted the terms 
of the settlement and so the settlement is binding on all the workmen on the 
basis of the decision of the Supreme Court reported in 1965 (2) LLJ 110 . 
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The Karned counsel has further referred to the fact that the Empolyees 
Union has not shown that the settlement is not a fair one in any manner and 
so he ruling referred to above is apt to the occasion and applies to the facts 
of the instant case implicitly. He has also referred to the ruling of the 
Supreme Court reported in 1963 (2 ) LLJ647 where it was held that an 
award which was passed prior to the settlement being reached should not be 
published as it will lead to the consequences of conflicting provisions being 
binding on the parties . 

11. Since the very same point has been discussed at length and decided 
in I.D. 42 of 1967 by me, I do not propose to discuss the same in this case . 
( The award in I.D. 42 of 1967 was passed on 16-6-1971). On a careful 
perusal of the memorandum of settlement in I.D..6 of 1967 which 
was marked as Ext. M76 in I. D. 42 of 1967, it is seen that the terms 
and conditions of the settlement are just and fair. The contentions set up 
by the learned representative of the Employee s Union are without any force. 
After all, he has referred to only certain anomalies regarding the fixation of 
new increment in the new scale in the matter of certain categories . Anyhow 
this so -called anomalies were not considered , to be so, by the workers as a 
whole . It has come in evidence that inspite of the nutice issued by this 
Union on 2-5-69, viz ., Ext. M71, their own workers without any exception 
whatsvever, have accepted the payment made to them by the Management 
in pursuance of the settlement without any demur . It is undisputed that 
100 % of the workmen and the staff have accepted the payment as per the 
settlement. Therefore the ruling of the Supreme Court reported in 1965 (2) 
LLJ 110 applies to the facts of this case in full force . Their Lordships of 
the Supreme Court have held in that ca e thatwhere a substantial portion 
of the workmen accepted payments in terms of a settlement between the 
Management and some of the Unions, it must be treated as binding on all 
the woremen , especially when it is not shown that such a settleme it is not a 
fair one. In the instant case it is not a question of substantial portion of the 
work..en who have accepted the payment in terms of the settlement, but 
cent percent of the workmen and the staff were accepting the payments as 
per the settlement. Regarding fairness of the terms of the settlement I have 
already en ered my findings as mentioned above, viz., that the erms and 
conditions of the settlement are just and fair and the objection raised by the 
Punalur Paper Mills Employees Union against the same are flimsy and basse 
less. Added to this the observations of Their Lordshipsof the Supreme Court 
in their ruling reported in 1963 (2 ) LLJ 647 " that even if an award is passed 
prior to the settlement the award should not be published ” , gives much 
weight to the conten ions set up by the learned counsel for theManagement. 

-12 . Thus I hold that it is only just and reasonable on my part to pass 
this a vard in terms of the settlement,which is shown below as " Annexure " 
The settlement will be in force as agreed to by the parties upto 31-12-1971. 
Alleppey , 

K. P. M. SHERIFF , 
23-6-1971 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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ANNEXURE 
Before the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 

I.D.No. 6 of 1967 
In the matter of the industrial dispute between the management of Punalur 
Paperills Ltd., Punalur and tlteir workmen represented by (1) Punalur 
Paper Mills Workers Union , Punalur Paper Mills Labour Congress, Punalur 
Paper Mills Watchers Association , Punalur Paper Mills Employees Union 
and Punalur Paper Mills staff Association, Punalur. 

I.D.No. 31 of 1967 
In the matter of the in fustrial dispute between the Management of Punalur 
Paper Mills Ltd., Punalur and their workmen represented by the Punalur 
Paper Mills Staff Association , Punalur . 

JOINT MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT FILED BY THE MANAGEMENT 
AND TIIE WORKMEN REPRESENTED BY THE PUNALUR PAPER MILLS 
WORKERS UNION , PUNALUR PAPER MILLS LABOUR CONGRESS 
PUNALUR PAPER MILLS WATCHERS ASSOCIATION AND THE 

PUNALUR PAPER MILLS STAFF ASSOCIATION 
The above parties have settled the disputes on the following terms and 
it is prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal may be pleased to accept the same 
and pass an award acco dingly: 

I.D.No. 6 of 1967 
1. Issue No. 1 - Bonus for 1965: It is agreed that the bonus payable for 
the year 1965 is the minimum bonus namely 4 % of the annual salary or 
wage. 
2. Issue No. 2- Enhancement of wages: 

(a ) Staff: - The existing scales will be revised by adding five additional 
steps at the top of each grade + Rs. 10 , with the result that the scales wil 
be as follows: 
Old 

New 
Office Grade 

Office Grade 
Rs. 31-7.50-118.50-10-168.50 . Rs. 81-7.50-118.50-10-168.50 
15-317.35 

15-318.50-20-428.50 
Special grade subject to efficiency Special grade subject to efficiency 
Rs. 288.50-20-427.38 

Rs. 300-25-450 


. 


Mill Grade 
Rs. 71-6-101-7.50-138.50 

12-257.95 


Mill Grade 
Rs. 71-6-101-7.50-138.50-12-258.50 

15-343.50 
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Sprcial grade subject to efficiency Special grade subject to efficiency 
Rs. 234.50.15.340.45 

Rs. 250-20-370 
Peons 

Peons 
Rs. 40-3-58-4-94 

Rs. 40-3-58-4-94-4-124 
Ticket Checkers 

Ticket Checkers 
Rs. 43-3-58-4-98 

Rs. 43-3-58-4-98-4-128 
Record Keeper 

Record Keeper 
Rs. 43-3-58-498-4-106 

Rs. 43-3-58-4-93-4-106-4-136 
Supervisory Category 

Supervisory Category 
Rs. 15.- 15-195-20-295-25 

Rs. 150-15-195-20-295-25-470 
470-30-500 

30-500-30-660 
Assistant Foreman s Grade 

Assistant Foreinan s Grade 
Rs. 70-7.50-92.50-10-142.50 

Rs. 70-7.50-92 50-10-142.50 
12.50-205-15-308 

12.50-205-15-308-15-393 
Foremar s grade 

Porema i s grade 
Rs. 90-10-120-12.50-182.50 

Rs. 90-10-120-12.50-182.50-15 
15-315 

315-15-400 
Assistant Supervisor 

Assistant Supervisor 
Rs. 90-10-120-12.50-182.50 

Rs. 90-10-120-12.50-182.5 -15 
15-315 1 

315-15-400 
Head peon (Present in cumbent Head peon (Present incunibent 
only ) 

only) 
Rs. 94-4-102 

Rs. 94-4-102-4-132 
Railway G down Assistant 

Railway Godown Assistant 
Rs. 40-4-80-5-130 

Rs. 40-4-80-5-130-5-165 
Weighing Checkers 

Weighing Checkers 
Rs. 40-4-80-5-139 

Rs. 40-4-80-5-130-5-165 
Mill Surveyor 

Mill Surveyor 
Rs. 87-7-101-8-141-9-150 

Rs. 87-7-101-8-141-9-150-10 
10-191 

191-10-251 
Coupe Surveyor 

Coupe Survey 
Rs. 101-8-141-9-150-10-191 

Rs. 101-8-141-9-150-10-191 

10-251 
The staff will be granted an increase of Rs. 10 inclusive of the amount 
paid under the interim award as modified by the order passed by the 
Hon ble High Court of Judicature, Kerala , in C. M. P. No. 11727 of 1967 
in O. P. No. 5311 of 1967, along with one extra increment in their basic 
wages, both effective from 1-9-1968 . If as a result of this , any staff member 
whose salary is not in a step in the grade, he will not receive any further 
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adjustment on that account. The staff will be entitled only to payment at 
the rate of Rs. 5 per month for the period before 1-9-1968 and covered by 
the above -said interim award . In view of this, both the original petitions, 
viz., O. P. No. 5311 of 1067 and 323 of 1968 pending before the Hon ble 
High Courtwill be withdrawn by the parties . 

(b ) Workman other than staff, but inclusive of watchers :-- Thc cxisting 
scales will be revised by adding five additional steps at the top of each 
grade + Rs. 12 with the result that the scales will be as follows: 
Old 

New 
Rs. 40-1.50-52 

Rs. 40-1.50-52-2-74 
Rs. 45-1.50-57 

Rs. 45-1.50-57-2-79 
Rs. 50-2-66 

Rs. 50-2-66-2-88 
Rs. 55-2-71 

Rs. 55-2-71-2.50-95.50 
Rs. 60-2.50-80 

Rs. 60-2.50-80-2.50-104.50 
Rs. 65-2.50-85 

Rs. 65-2.50-85-3-112 
Rs. 70-3-94 

Rs. 70-3-94-3 50-123.50 
Rs. 75-4-107 

Rs. 75-4-107-4.50-141.50 
Rs. 80-5-120 

Rs. 80-5-120-6-162 
It is agreed that these categories of workmen will be given an increase 
of Rs. 12 in their basic wages inclusive of the interim payment of Rs. 5 per 
month now being paid , effective from 1-9-1968. To those workmen who 
are in Grades I to V and VI to IX who do not get any consequential 
increase in dearness allowance, an ad- hoc payment of Rs. 4.50 and Rs. 9.50 
respectively will be made with effect from 1-9-1968. This amount of 
Rs. 4.50 and Rs. 9.50 will be merged with the increase in dearness allo 
wance received by i hem as a result of the next increase in the fixed dearness 
allowance . If as a result of this, any workman whose wage/salary is not in a 
step in the grade, he will not receive any further adjustment on that 
account. 

(c) The ad -hoc interim payments which are being made pursuant 
to the interim award as modified in the case of the staff and by settlement 
in the case of others , will cease with effect from 1-4-1969 , the payments 
already made being adjasted in terms of this settlement. 

( d ) Any amounts due to workmen by virtue of these terms will be 
disbursed along with their salary or wages for themonth of April 1969. 

3. Issue No. 3 - N ght allowance: - It is agreed thatitemsof articles sold 
from the canteen in the C shift will be charged at a reduced price of four 
paise per tokea . 

4. Issue Nos. 4 , 5 arid 6 : -- (4 ) Lcave facilities (5 ) Promotion principles (6 ) 
Rectification of defects in the implementation of work stidy and job 
evaluation and modification in the job allocation : 

Inirw of the above terms of settlement, the Unions have agreed not to 
press these issues 
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I. D.No. 31 of 1967 
In view of the above terms of settlement, the Staff Association has 
agreed not to press any of the Issues viz., Issue Nos. 1 to 11. 


GENERAL 
This agreement will be in force upto 31-12-1971 and the Unions and 
the Staff Association agree that they will not raise any 

demands involving 
financial commitment on the part of the Company, during the period of 
operation of this settlement, excepting the question of bonus for the year 1968 
and thereafter . 
Dated this the 10th day of April 1969. 

For PUNALUR PAPER MILLS LIMITED , 

( Sd .) 
Chief Administrative Officer. 


For P. P. M.Workers Union . For P. P.M.Watchers Association , 
( Sd .) (Sd .) 

(Sd .) 

( Sd .) 
President, Secretary 

President. 

Secretary . 
For P. P. M. Labour Congress. 

For P. P. M. Staff Association . 
(Sd .) (Sd .) 

( Sd .) 

( Sd.) 
President. Secretary . 

President Secretary . 
Annexure 


Witnesses cxamirel on the Management s side: 

ND 
Witnesses examined on the Unions side: 

W Wi Shri T. A. Jacob 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. Mi. Copy of an agreement dated 4-2-56 . 

M2. Copy of a memorandum of settlement dated 10-8-58 . 
M3 Do. 

dated 29-8-59 . 
M4. Do. 

dated 22-10-60 . 
M5. Do. 

dated 2-8-61. 
M6. Do. 

dated 7-9-62. 
M7. Do. 

dated 19-8-1963 . 
M8. Do. 

dated 20-6-1964 . 
G. 1509 /B 
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Exhibits marked on the Unions side : 
Ext.Wi. Copy of a memorandum of settlement dated 20-11-64. 
W2. The cost of living index numbers from 1962 January to 1967 

March . 
W3. A statement showing the prices of materials at Mill Co -operative 

Stores for May 1963 compared with the prices of those materials 

for March 1967 . 
» W4. Price list of articles from January 1960 to March 1967 in the 

P. P. M.E. Co -operative Stores. 
W5. A statement showing salaries, wages and bonus from 1963 to 

1965. 
W6. Comparative statement of the cost of wage element from 31-12-63 

to 31-12-65 
* » W7. Statement of realised price per tonne from 31-12-63 to 31-12-65 . 
W8. A statement showing the quantity of paper produced and the wage 

element from 30-6-69 to 31-12-65 . 
W9. A statement showing the wages (gross wages) cost per tonne of 

paper. 
» W10 . A statement showing wages comparison from 1963 to 1965 . 
» WI1. Wages statement from 1961 to 1966 . 
,, W12 . Statement showing the sales of tariff rate paper and speciality paper 

-1963, 1964 and 1965 . 
W13. Statement showing the financial capacity of the Company for the 

year 1965 compared with those for 1963 and 1964, 


93 


99 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 26394 /A2/71 /LSWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st July 1971. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of 
the dispute between ( 1) The Management of FACT Regional Mixing 
Centre , Chingavanam ; (2 ) Sri C. K. Mathaikutty, Cheruvil Veedu , 
Kulanada P. 0 .; ( 3 ) Shri T. M. Joseph , Kattakuzhil Veedu . Sachi 
vothamapuram P. 6. (Kottayam District); (4) Shri Mani Mathew , 
Kulanada P. O .; ( 3 ) Shri T. M. Joseph , Kattakuzhi Veedu , Sachi 
Palamootthil House , Chingavanam P. O. and the workmen of the 
above concern represented by the President, The FACT Employees 
Union , (Reg . No. 35/67 ) Chingavanam received by Government on 
14-7-1971 is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Joint Secretary 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 8th day of July , Nineteen hundred And Seventy-one 

Present 
Shri K. P. M. SHERIFF , B.Sc., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 3 OF 1969 

Between 
( 1) The Management of the FACT Regional Mixing Centre , Chinga 
vanam ; (2 ) Shri C. K. Mathaikutty, Cheruvil Veedu, Kulanada P. O .; 
( 3 ) Shri T. M. Joseph , Kattakuzhil Veedu , Sachivothamapuram P. O. 
(Kottayam District ) ; (4 ) Shri Mani Mathew , Koppuzha House , 
Nagampadam , Kottayam ; (5 ) Shri P. V. Kurian , Palamootthil ilouse , 
Chingavanam P. O. 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the President, 
the FACT Employees Union , (Reg . No. 35/67 ), Chingavanam P. O. 

G. 1594/MC 
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For Management No. 1. 


Representations: 

Shri K. V. R. Shenoi, 
Advocate . 
M / s. Menon & Pai, 
Advocates , Ernakulam . 
Shri B. S. Krishnan , 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 
Shri T. C. N.Menon , 
Advocate, Ernakulam 


For Management Nos. 2, 3 & 5 . 


For Union . 


AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred 
to this Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G. 0. Rt . 
No. 14/69/LSWD dated 2-1-1969 . The issues referred for adjudica 
tion are as follows: 

" (i) Retrenchment compensation and /or gratuity. 
( ii) Leave with wages, National and Festival Holidayswages 

and Annual Bonus from 1963 to 10-7-1968." 
2 . Pursuant to summons all the Managements except No. 4 , and 
the Union appeared and filed their Vakalaths respectively . Since 
the Management No. 4 was absent again , he was declared exparte . 

3. The Union submitted their claim statement in which they 
have contended as under: 

The industrial dispute arose out of the denial by the Manage 
ment to pay retrenchment compensation , leave with wages, national 
and festival holidays wages and bonus to the workmen employed in 
the F. A. C. T. Regional Mixing Centre from 1963 to July 1968. 
The Employer No. 2 was employing the workmen in the mixing 
department from 1-7-1967 to 9-7-1968 and No. 4 the workers in the 
Loading Department, No. 3 and No. 5 the workmen in Stencilling and 
Loading departments from 2-10-63 to 9-7-1968. There were a total 
of 56 workmen employed in the factory. All the workmen were 
retrenched with effect from 10-7-1968 by the respective employers 
but they were not paid their notice pay and retrenchment compen 
sation as provided for under Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
These workmen have worked for more than 240 days in an year and 
they were entitled to get leave with wages at the rate of 1 day for 
every 20 days worked for the years they worked under their respe 
ctive employers, No. 2 and 4 for the year 1-1-67 to 9-7-1968 and 3 
and 5 for the years 1963 to July 1968. The workmen have worked 
throughout the year. The workmen are entitled to get double 
wages for 8 festival holidays during all of which they have worked . 

The workmen under Employers Nos. 2 and 4 have worked on 8 
festival holidays during 67-68 and the workmen under 3 and 5 have 
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worked on 8 festival holidays during 1963, 64, 65 , 66, 67 and 68. 
They are entitled to get double wages for this. They have not been 
given a day s off for working on such holidays. The Employers 
Nos. 2 and 4 are liable under the provisions of the Payment of 
• Bonus Act to pay bonus at the rate of 10 % of the total wages for their 
workmen for these years 1967 and 1968. Employers Nos. 3 and 5 
are also liable to pay bonus at the rate of 10 % of total wages to 
their workmen for the years 1963, 1964, 1965, 1966 , 1967 and 1968 . 

The Union Concluded with a prayer that an award may be pas 
sed upholding their contentions. 

4. Management No. 1, namely , the Management of FACT Regio 
nal Mixing Centre, Chingavanam , filed a separate reply statement. 
Thereafter Managements 2 , 3 and 5 were given further time to sub 
mit their reply statements and since they were absent on the next 
adjournment they were declared exparte. But the Management 
Nos. 2, 3 and 5 appeared again and submitted a petition and an 
affidavit to set aside the exparte order and also filed the reply state 
ment . Since there was no objection to set aside the exparte order, 
the exparte order against Managements 2, 3 and 5 were set aside 
and the reply statement accepted . 

5. In the reply statement filed by Management No 1 it was allir 
med as follows: 

The dispute referred for adjudication between the Management 
No. 1 and the workmen is not an industrial dispute and this Tribu 
nal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the same. There is no emplo 
yer-employee relationship between the Management No. 1 and the 
workmen concerned in this dispute and so the Government has no 
jurisdiction to make the order of reference . The Management No. 1 
does not exercise any supervision , direction or control whatsoever 
over the said workers and they are workmen of the independent 
contractors named in the order of reference. These workers are 
paid by the said contractors and their terms and conditions of servi. 
ce are also determined by them . The Management No. 1 has nothing 
to do with them and they have no control over the said workmen in 
respect of the manner in which the work contracted for , is to be 
done. The order of reference made by the Government is also in 
competent and bad in law for the reason that the workmen of the 
Management No. 1 have not raised any industrial dispute regarding 
the matters referred for adjudication . There was no nexus or con 
tract of service between the Management No. 1 and the workman 
employed by the contractors and the Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to proceed with the merits of the dispute in so far as the Management 
No. 1 is concerned. 

The Management concluded with a prayer that an award may 
be passed upholding their contentions. 


6. The Management Nos. 2,3 and 5 filed their reply statements 
separately although the statement of facts in the statements were 
the same. The contentions set up by the Management Nos . 2 , 3 and 
5 are as follows: 

There is no employer - employee relationship between the 
Managements 2, 3 and 5 and the workmen represented by the Union 
and so the reference is without jurisdiction . The claims of any of 
the workers are to be met by Management No. 1 who are directly in 
control of the Regional Mixing Centre at Chingavanam , so that all 
the claims must be set up against the Management No. 1 by the 
workmen . The Managements 2, 3 and 5 are now having absolutely 
no connection with the Regional Mixing Centre at Chingavanam . 
Managements 2 , 3 and 5 are not liable to pay any amounts by way 
of retrenchment compensation . The workmen have not worked 
more than 240 days in an year under these Managements. Leave 
with wages and National Festival Holidays wages were already paid 
to the workmen by Management No. 1. The Managements 2 , 3 and 
5 are not liable to pay any amount towards bonus . The three 
Managements mentioned above concluded with a prayer that their 
contentions may be upheld and an award passed declaring that the 
Union is not entitled to claim any amount from them . 

6. Since no replication was filed by the Union the case came up for 
evidence and the Union examined WW1 and WW2 and closed their 
evidence. The Managements 2 , 3 and 5 examined MW1 and marked 
Exts. M1 and M2. The Management No. 1 examined MW2 and marked 
Exts. M3 and M4 and closed their evidence also. Although the 
Managements 2, 3 and 5 proposed to examine one more witness they 
did not examine the witness as it was alleged that the witness was 
not available. Therefore the matter was finally heard . Although 
ample opportunities were given to the Union to argue their case 
the Union did not avail of the opportunities and so the matter was 
taken up for award . 

7. WW1 is Shri Chacko Thomas, who is one of the loading 
workers of the FACT Mixing Centre, Chingavanam . The summary 
of his deposition is as follows: 

" I have entered into the service on 2nd October 1963 under Shri 
P. V. Kurian , Contractor. Thereafter there was a change of contra 
ctor and Shri T. M. Joseph was the next contractor. The contra 
ctors have gone out of service from 10-7-68. The contractor in the 
loading , department from 1967 was Mr. Mani Mathew . M / s. T.M. 
Joseph and Kurian were contractors in the stencilling and loading 
department from 2-10-63 to 9-7-68 . When these contractors left 
the service on 9-7-68 we were not given any compensation . There 
were about 63 workers in the establishment then . In an year there 
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- will be 10 or 15 days holidays. On all the other days we were work 
ing During those days we were not given double wages when we 
worked . We were also not given leave with wages. These contra 
ctors have not given any bonus from the year 1963 onwards. The 
contractor who has taken charge in the year 1968 has not considered 
and accepted our past services. We are enjoying the benefits of 
the E. S. I. in the concern . From the year 1963 onwards we are also 
enjoying the benefits of provident funds. When the previous con 
tractor was going out of service he has not given us any notice pay. 

Cross by Managements 2, 3 and 5 : (Q ) When your naine is 
entered in the E. S. I. and P. F. forms, the Company s name is 
written there . Is it not ? ( A ) I do not remember about the same since 
it was in English . We are getting the statement of yearly accounts 
of the provident funds. In the said statements the name of the 
employer is mentioned as FACT. Is it not ? (A ) It is mentioned that 
we are employees in the FACT Company. One Chacko Skaria , who 
was an employee in the Mixing Department had an accident when 
a bag fell on his leg. The information of the accident was given to 
the E. S. I. C. by the Company. This establishment was there, even 
before the year 1963. But the name was different. FACT has taken 
this establishment as one of their units only during September 1963. 
Even at that time I was allowed to continue in the work . The pre 
vious Company gave me Rs 50 as compensation upto that time. 
Thereafter I am continuously working there . The contractors were 
changing , but I was continuing for the work there. The contractors 
get the work by giving tenders. I do not know the terms and condi 
tions of the tenders given by the contractor or accepted by the 
Company . We are given only the Government holidays. But the 
Company is having more holidays than the Government holidays. 

Cross by Management Na 1: When we work the contractors or 
their representatives will be there. The contractors come only in 
the afternoon . The instruction in the morning for work is given 
by the Company. ( Q ) Is any contractor instructing you to do a parti 
cular work ? ( A ) The contractor does not instruct . The contractors 
come there in the afternoon to pay the wages. But the contractors 
are maintaining the accounts of work . I am a member of this Union . 

8. WW2 is Shri T. C. Joseph , Supervisor, Cement Factory, 
Nattakom , Kottayam . The summary of his deposition is as follows: 

There are 56 workers in the FACT Regional Mixing Centre, 
Chingavanam . Mixing of manure is carried on there. The chemicals 
are mixed and packed and loaded and transported..Manures and 
chemicals are also landed there. The workers who were working 
there till 9-7-68 were working under four contractors . Shri C. K. 
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Mathaikutty was the mixing contractor from 1-7-67 to 9-7-68 . Shri 
T. J. Joseph was the stencilling contractor from 2-10-63 to 9-7-68. 
Shri Mani Mathew was loading contractor from 1-7-67 to 9-7-68 . 
Shri P. V. Kurien was another loading contractor from 2-10-63 to 
9-7-68 . From 10-7-68 onwards all the works have been taken up 
by another contractor . - When the new contractor took up the work 
he did not shoulder the responsibility of paying the past service and 
other compensations due to the workers. The workers were having 
continuous work during the period of the former 4 contractors. 
Under Shri C. K. Mathai there were 33, under Shri T. M. Joseph there 
were 3 and under Mani Mathew there were 21 workers working. 
These 21 workers who were working under Mani Mathew as well as 
Kurien equally . These workers were not given bonus or festival 
holidays. They were not given off for work done on festival holi 
days. They were also not given leave with wages upto the year 1967. 
After 1967 for those workers under C. K. Mathai and Joseph , leave 
with wages were given by the Company. Other workers were not 
given . During the time of mixing , instructions are given by the 
Company Oficials and the Company Officials are supervising the 
work . After 9-7-68 these amenities are granted by the new contractor. 
The new contractor is one P. O. Thomas. An agreement was arrived 
at between the new contractor and the Union before the D. L. 0 . 

Cros s by Management No. 1: In the reference order the names 
mentioned are the names of the contractors. The contractors are 
áppointing and paying the workers. I have examined the work 
turned out by them . Either the contractor or his representative 
would not be there at the time of work . They come there only for 
receiving money. I am a supervisor in the Cement Factory . I go 
for my work on the basis of shifts. Whenever there is work at night 
I am free on the day . Then I go to the establishment at Chingavanam . 
There was a previous dispute before this court . In the claim state 
ment submitted by the Union there is no pleading that these workers 
are the workers of the Company. 

Cross by Managements 2, 3 and 5 : I have not seen the tenders 
given by the said four contractors. The new tender submitted by the 
new contractor Thomas also was not seen by me. I think that when 
tenders were invited for the new contract it was stated that all the 
emoluments due to the workers should be given by the contractor. 
But when the tenders were invited at the time of the previous four 
contractors such a condition was not introduced . FACT has taken this 
Mixing Centre during September 1963. Before that it was Malabar 
Fertilisers. When the concern was taken by the FACT during 
September 1963 the work was continued by the Company itself . The 
contractors have come only later on . When the Company was con 
ducting the concern at the initial stages almost all the workers con 
cerned in the dispute were working. I do not remember whether the 
Company has conducted the concern directly for a period of six 
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months. Although the contractors have been changed , workers have 
not been changed . These workers were working even at the time 
of Malabar Fertilizers . Leave with wages were given to the workers 
by the Company for the period 1967-68 . Even now the leave with 
wages for the workers in the mixing centre were given by the Company 
i.e., for the 33 workers working under C. K. Mathai and for the 3 
workers under the stencilling, the Company was paying leave with 
wages. For all the 53 workers there is Provident Fund and E. S. I. 
benefits. In the P. F. and E. S. I. slips, the Company FACT is shown 
as employer. The employer s contribution were given by the FACT 
for the workers. 

Cross with permission by the counsel for FACT : ( Q ) Were not 
the contributions paid by the Company for P. F. and E. S. I. and 
leave with wages recovered from the contractors ? ( A ) It will be 
recovered on the basis of percentage. 

9. MW1 is Shri P. V. Kurien . The summary of his deposition is 
as follows: 

" I was having a contract in the FACT Mixing Centre, Chinga 
vanam . I have taken the contract during the year 1963. I have 
taken the contract of loading manure from the depot into the 
valloms. I have given tenders before I have entered into the contract . 
I have given tenders for all the items, but only for the item men 
tioned above the contract was executed . There were four other 
contractors also along with me. They were also giving tenders 

just , like me. For Abraham the work was landing manures from 
· the valloms to the godowns. For Joseph the contract was for mix 
ing and for loading the lorries . For another Joseph the contract was 
for stencilling. The tenders were invited after the work was done 
by the Company directly for a period of two months. Wewanted to 
conduct the work given to us by employing separate workers of our 
own. But the workers in the establishment opposed the same and 
they have conducted picketing. These workers were working in the 
establishment at the time when we submitted our tenders and these 
workers were later on doing the work assigned to us by contracts. 
But Mr. Abraham did not continue as the contractor as his own 
workers were not allowed to work . But he has lost his deposit 
amount. Among the Contractors who are all the persons who are 
not parties in this case ? ( A ) They are M /s . K. C. Chacko , Mixing 
Contractor, N. P. Chandy, Lorry loading and unloading contractor 
etc., The tender notice exhibited by the FACT Management is 
marked as Ext. Mi.. Ext. M2 is the copy of the letter sent to me on 
30th October 1963 by the FACT giving me the contract. Either in 
M1 or in M2 nothing is mentioned about the matters demanded by 
the workers in this case . The contractors have taken the workers 
who were working in the Company as their own workers. None 
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of the contractors used to supervise the work done in the establish 
ment. Shri K. C. Chacko was the mixing contractor upto the year 
1967. Thereafter it was Mathukutty. In fact we had not taken in 
to consideration the amounts due to the workers regarding the 
various items of their rights, before giving the tenders . We have 
no right to discharge or terminate the services of the workers. We 
have tried for the same. But it could not be materialised . The 
difference between the amount received by us from the Company 
and the amounts given by us to the workers are at the rate of 5 to 10 
paise per ton . I was getting at the rate of 50 rupees per month 
during the season time from my work . On certain months I was 
incurring loss also . The state of affairs of other contractors were 
also more or less the same except the mixing contractors who are 
getting about 15 paise per ton . 

Cross by Management No. 1: I have given tenders to FACT at 
Chingavanam . I have quoted the rate in my tenders. In the said 
rates the wages to the workers and two percent workmen s compen 
sation were included . My profit also is included . Every year ten- . 
ders are given . From 1967 onwards the proceedings are different 
( Q ). There were certain terms which would enable you to appoint 
your own workers. Is it not ? ( A ) The work was to be done by me. 
The workers are also to be provided by me. I was paying wages to 
these workers . These workers were working under your instruc 
tions and supervision . Is it not ? ( A ) They were working under all 
contractors. The workers under your contract were doing work as 
per your instructions. Is it not ? ( A ) All the workers were appointed 
by the FACT at first and all the said workers were working for these 
five contractors. These contractors pay the workers for whatever 
work done by them as per their contract. ( Q ) You have the status 
of an agent only of the FACT Management. Is it not ? ( A ) Yes. 
Before this also there was a dispute between the workers and the 
contractors. That dispute was referred to this tribunal for adjudi 
cation . I do not remember whether it was numbered as I. D. 12 of 
1965. That dispute was compromised . As per that compromise 
61% and 12 % enhancement were given . The concerned workers 
may not have worked for 240 days in an year . For payment of 
wages there is a note book with me. 

10. MW2 is the witness of Management No. 1. He is S. Ragha 
van , Sales Officer, FACT. The summary of his deposition is as 
follows: 

Chief: I was at Chingavanam Mixing Unit of the FACT from 
1963 to 1970 March . I was in charge of the same. I know M /s. 
P. V. Kurien , Mani Mathai, T. M. Joseph and Mathaikutty who are 
parties of this adjudication. They were contractors of FACT, Chinga 
vanam The contract work items undertaken by the said four people 
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were mixing of fertilizers, loading, unloading and stencilling of the 
bags. Mi is the tender notice issued by the Company calling for 
tenders for items of work mentioned therein . M2 is the order issued 
to Shri P. V. Kurien for loading manure into the valloms from the 
godowns. The tender notice dated 19-12-63 issued by the Company 
for stencilling etc. , is marked as Ext . M3. Ext. M4 is the work 
order dated 3-2-64 issued by the Company to contractor Joseph for 
stencilling . The work given by the contractors is as per the work 
orders issued to them like M2 and M4. ( Q ) Who has engaged these 
workers ? (A ) The contractors engaged these workers . 10 ) Can 
you say who supervises the work done by these workers? (A ) Either 
the contractors or their representatives supervise the work . ( Q ) 
Who pays wages to these workers ( A ) The contractors pay the 
wages. If it is found that the stencilling is not properly done do 
you take it with the worker or with the contractor ? ( A ) We ask 
the contractor to rectify it. ( Q ) Do you keep the attendance register 
or leave register for the workers ? ( A ) No. The contractors keep it. 
( Q ) How do you recover the E.S.I. contribution and P.F. contribu 
tion ? ( A ) Concerned contractors will recover the contribution from 
the labourers and the employer s contributions will be paid by the 
contractors themselves. These are paid by the contractors to the 
Head Orice of the FACT and that office is paying to the concerned 
authorities. Disputes regarding wages or any other conditions are 
taken up by the workers with the contractors and settlement is arrived 
at between them . We have never at any time dealt with the workers 
regarding the terms and conditions etc. I have heard about an 
award passed in 1966 concerning these workers and the contractors . 
The FACT started its work at Chingavanam in the year 1963. It 
was in September 1963. The works which are carried on are sten 
ciling , mixing , landing and loading etc. For about one month when 
negotiations were in progress for giving the works on contract we 
were doing the works directly . The first contract was entered in 
November 1963 and not in January 1964. ( Q ) What did you do 
with the workers whom you had engaged in September to November 
1963 ? ( A ) The workers, were absorbed by the contractors . There 
were about 30 workers at that time. The contractor s brought a 
fresh set of workers for executing the contract. I am not sure 
whether the above 30 workers obstructed the workers brought by 
the contractors. The contractors engaged besides these workers. 
about 10 more fresh workers. These gangs of workers are being 
engaged from 1963 November onwards except some who had left 
for their own reasons. To begin with , the contract was for a period 
of one year. Now it is for a two years period . Whenever the contra 
ctor was changed he was not free to change the workers. The same 
workers continued . We invite tenders for contracts and contract is 
given to those persons whose tenders are accepted by the Company. 
G. 1594 /MC 
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The contractors named in the order of reference are not the present 
contractors. They ceased to be contractors in 1967. We have now 
a fresh set of contractors for various items of work . You have paid 
leave with wages in all these years ? ( A ). We have paid on behalf 
of the contractors. The amount was deducted from the bills of 
the contractors. The records are in the Head Office. ( Q ) Have 
you got a written request from the contractors to that ellect ? (A ) 
I do not know whether the Head Office has got any such requests . 
( Q ) I put it to you that there was no such written request and here 
was no such adjustments in the bills. Can you deny ? ( A ) I do not 
know . We have reported to the Head Office the total amount for 
leave with wages. I think those amounts are deducted in the Head 
Omice from the bills of the contractors. Asst. Finance Manager 
K. A. Kurien , the Head of Department of Accounts in the Head 
Office is dealing with this. The P. F. register as well as slips given 
to the workers show the name of the employer as FACT. I think 
it is not correct. In the returns sent to the ESIC we specifically 
mention that they are contract workers . Wehave got only 11 workers 
directly appointed by us and who are in our rolls . ( Q ) When these 
works could be carried on by you , what is the reason for appointing 
contractors ? ( A ) Before starting the work at Chingavanam mixing unit 
we have decided to give the work on contract . Our major and main 
work at Chingavanam is mixing which we have given on contract . 

We have got similar mixing centres in Kerala as well as in 
Tamilnad. There also similar works are being carried on by 
contractors. 

11. The learned counsels for the Management No. 1, and Manage 
ments 2 , 3 and 5 argued their cases succinctly and submitted sum 
marised argument notes also . The only matter which was argued 
by both the parties is the question of employer-employee relation 
ship between the workers and the Managements . The learned 
counsel for Management No. 1, viz ., FACT, has asserted with all 
force that there is not even a pleading in the statements submitted 
by the Union to the effect that FACT the employer as far as the 
workers are concerned. According to him , FACT has nothing to 
.do with these workers who are really supervised and controlled by 
Managements 2 to 5 and paid by them respectively . 

12. The learned counsel for the Managements 2. 3 and 5 
emphatically allirmed that the Union has utterly failed to adduce 
any cogent evidence to prove that the employers are the con 
tractors, viz . Managements 2 to 5. lle has referred to the oral . 
evidence adduced by both the parties and has specifically mentioned 
about the deposition of WW1, WW2 and MW1 who have in fact 
pointed out that the real emplover is Management No. 1 FACT, 
lle has als: pointed out that these witnesses have allirmed that 
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the workers were in the concern . working even during the your 
1963 when the FACT has taken over the misind unit of Malabor 
Fertilizers. He has emphatically asserted that the Contractors 
may come and go every year, but the workers are continuing 
from the very beginning. He has also referred to the assertion 
of WW1 and WW2 to the effect that the work is really super 
vised and controlled by the Company s representative during 
the working time and the Contractors come there only in the after 
noon for making payments and for nothing else. The learned 
counsel has referred to two rulings of the Supreme Court, viz., those 
reported in 1960 (2) LLJ 233 and 1964 (2) İLJ 633 to substantiate 
his case . 

13. On a meticulous scrutiny and an anxious consideration of the 
statements submitted and the evidence adduced by the parties 
and the argument and the argument notes submitted by the Manage 
ments I am constrained to hold as follows: 

A manure Mixing Centre at Pallom was run by a Company 
known as Malabar Fertilizers upto September 1963 and number 
of workers were working therein in the various sections. During 
September 1963 this Mixing Unit was taken over by the FACT 
including the workmen therein and FACT conducted the same 
admittedly , for a period upto November 1963, engaging the same set 
of workers and the workers continued to work as if nothing had 
happened. The FACT then invited tenders from the public to do 
the various items of work on contract basis and certain tenders 
were accepted and contracts executed between the FACT and the 
Contractors respectively . The Contractors wanted to appoint 
their own workers and do the work allotted to them , but the 
workers working therein already, objected to the same and finally 
the Contractors yielded to the claim of the workers and the very 
same set of workers were allowed to continue the work . The 
workers were paid wages by the Contractors and yearly or bi- yearly 
the Contractors were changed and even when the new contractors 
took up their charge the very same set of workers continued to 
work . 

14. Now , the issues referred for adjudication are retrenchiment 
compensation and /or gratuity and leave with wages, national and 
festival holidays wages and annual bonus from 1963 to 10-7-1968 . 
Without going into the merits of the issues referred for adjudica 
tion , all the parties have taken up the question of employer-employee 
relationship of the workers with the Managements as mentioned in 
their statements respectively . The Union has from the very outset 
contended that the employers are the Contractors, viz., Manage 
ments 2 to 5. The Contractors on their part have contended that 
they are only the agents of the principal employer. viz ., FACT, 

G. 1594/MC. 
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Management No. 1 . The Management No. 1 has contended that 
there is not even a pleading in the claim statement of the Union to 
the effect that the FACT is the employer and so they can never be 
considered as the actual employer. Although the Union was pot 
making any arguments they have adduced oral evidence through 
WW1 and WW2. WW2 happens to be an employee of the Cement 
Factory at Nattakom , but he is an office bearer of the Union . WW1 
is an old worker in the Mixing Centre. WW1 has affirmed that 
he was working in the concern even when it 

was 

by the 
Malabar Fertilizers and then he has continued to work under the 
FACT for a short period and under the Contractors thereafter. 
Inspite of a careful perusal of the evidence adduced by WW1 I am 
not in a position to come to the indisputable conclusion that the 
contractors are the real employers of the workers. wwi has 
unambiguously asserted in the cross-examination by Management 
No. 1 that the contractors are not giving them any instruction as to 
the mode of work and they come to the work -spot only in the after 
noon to pay the wages. He has also admitted that the name of the 
employer given in the P. F. and the E. S. I. C. forms is the name of 
FACT. But he has asserted that payments of wages are made by 
the contractors and the account books are maintained by them . 

15. Even if the said version of wwi is accepted as gospel 
truth , it cannot be said that he has adduced reliable evidence to 
show that the contractors are the employers. Mere payment of 
wages by the contractors cannot be considered as a suflicient ground 
to dub them as the real employers. Similarly WW2 has asserted 
with all force that during the time of mixing , instructions are given 
by the Company officials to the workers and the Company 
Oficials are supervising the work . Both these witnesses have asserted 
that after 10-7-1968 all the contractors, who are parties to this 
dispute have been changed and a new set of contractors have 
executed the contract. MW1, being the witness of the contractors 
and who himself being one of the contractors has asserted that he 
is only an agent of the principal employer, viz., Management No. 1 
(FACT). He has deposed that the difference between the amounts 
received by the Contractors from the Company and the amounts 
given by the Contractors to the workers are to the tune of 5 to 10 
paise per ton . He has pointed out that he was getting at the rate 
of Rs 50 per month during the season time from his contract. He 
has also asserted that during certain months he was incurring loss . 
He has referred to all the other contractors and have affirmed that 
the state of all air s of other contractors were also the same except 
the mixing contractors who were getting about 15 paise per ton . 
These facts could not be rebutted by Management No. 1 in their 
cross-examination. In the cross-examination by Management No. 1 , 
MW1 has unequivocally allirmed that all the workers who were 
appointed by the FACT at first, were working under the contractors 
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thercaller . Therefore, the evidence of WWI and WW2 could not 
help the Union to establish their case that the employers are thic 
Managements 2 to 5 , viz ., the contractors. Further, the evidence of 
MW1 adds to the weight of the case put up by the contractors, viz .. 
Managements ? to 5. As far as MW2 is concerned , his evidence can 
not be considered as to have enriched the case of the Union that the 
contractors are the employers. He has also admitted that the workers 
are continuing to work and the contractors are being changed now 
and then . Even MW2 has admitted that FACT was carrying on the 
work during the first one or two months with the same set of 
workers and only thereafter the contractors were engaged. He has 
marked Exts. Mi to M4. Exts . M2 and M4 are orders issued to the 
contractors Shri P. V. Kurien and Sri P. F. Joseph respectively by 
Management No. I. Both in Exts. M2 and M4 it was specifically stated 
that the work should be done as per the instructions of the Super 
visor of the Company (Management No. 1) . Clause 2 of Ext. 12 and 
clause 3 of Ext. M4 would vouch safe the same. Therefore , it can 
not be denied that the contractors were directed to do the work 
with the original workers as per the instruction , supervision and 
control of the Company . 


16. Taking all these into consideration , any reasonable person 
can come to the only conclusion that the actual employer is the 
principal employer, viz ., FACT , Management No. 1. The rulings cite ! 
hy the learned counsel for the Contractors, especially the ruling of 
We Supreme Court reported in 1961 ( 2 ) LLJ 633 enriches the prú 
position that the contractors were only the agents of the principai 
employer, viz .. the FACT. In the said ruling Their Lordships of 
the Supreme Court have held that " the persons on contract engaged 
by a berdi manufacturer for getting the work of rolling beedics 
done by other persons engaged by them , are only intermediaries 
who are men of impecunious means and therefore the real employer 
of the beedi rollers was the beedi manufacturer and the system of 
such work was adopted to camouflage the industrial law " . This 
ruling is apt to the fact of this case . But, since there is not even 
a pleading by the Union to the effect that the real employer is 
Management No. 1, ic., FACT and since the Union has not adduced 
any evidence to that " ellect, I am not entitled to make any 
decision to the effect that the real employer is Management 
No. 1 Regarding the employer-employee relationship between 
the Contractors and the workers, the Union has utterly failed it. 

stablishing their case by adducing .cogent evidence either oral of 
documentary . The oral evidence adduced through WW1 and WW : 
cannot be considered as helpful to their case. The evidence of WWI 
and WW2 has a tendency to disprove their own contentions in the 
claim statement regarding the emplover-employee relationship 
between the workers and Managements 2 to 5. Therefore , I hold that 
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there is no sullicient grounds before ine, to decide in this case , whether 
FACT (Management No. 1 ) is the reel ennployer or the Managements 
2 to 5 (Contractors ) are the real employers of the workers concerned 
Since it cannot be decided who the employer is , the issues referred 
for adjudication can only be left open . I pass my award accordingly, 


Alleppey, 
8-7-1971. 


K. P. M. SHERIFF, 
Industrial Tribunal. 


APPENDIX 
Witnesses examined on the Management s side: 
MW1 Shri P. V. Kurien . 
MW2 S. Raghavan . 
Witnesses examined on the Union s side: 
WW1 Shri Chacko Thomas. 
WW2 " 

T. C. Joseph . 
Exhibits marked on the Managements side: 
Ext. M1. Tender notice dated 19-9-1963 by the FACT, Depot Central 

Office, Udyogamandal. 
* M2 Copy 

of 

work order dated 30-10-63 issued to 
Sri P. V. Kurien by the FACT. 
M3. Tender notice dated 19-12-63 by the FACT , Depot Central 

Office , Udyogamandal. 
14. Copy of work order dated 3-2-64 issued to Shri T. M. Joseph 

by the FACT. 
Erhibits marked on the Union s side: 

Nil 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & SocialWelfare (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 20159 /A4/71/LSWD 

Dated, Trivandrun, 30th June 1971. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in re pect of the 
dispute between the General Assistant, Alagappa Textiles (Cochin ) 
Ltd., Alagappanagar, ( 2 ) The President, Alagappa Textile Multipur 
pose Co -operative Society , R.No. 198, Alagappanagar and their work 
men represented by the President: Textile Canteen Workers Associa 
tion , Alagappanagar received by Government on 29-5-1971 is hereby 
published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Joint Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday, the 24th day of May, Nineteen hundred and 

seventy -one ) 

Present 
Sri R. K. VENU NAYAR , B.A., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 67168 

Between 
1. THE GENERAL ASSISTANT, 
Alagappa Textiles ( Cochin ) Ltd., Alagappa Nagar 

2. THE PRESIDENT, 
Alagappa Textiles Multi-purpose Co -operative Society 

No. 198 , Alagappa Nagar 

And 

THE PRESIDENT, 
Textile Canteen Workers Association, Alagappa Nagar 


G. 1414 MC 


Representation : 

Ms. Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam 

For Management Na 1. 
Sri K. Balakrishna Menon , 
Advacate, 

For Management No. II. 
Sri M. P. Menon , 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 

For Union . 
AWARD 
The Government of Kerala by Order No. G.O.Rt. 111268 LSWD. 
dated 17-12-1968 referred the following industrial dispute existing 
between the above parties for adjudication to this Tribunal. The 
issue referred is the following : 

Transfer of Alagappa Textile canteen by the management 
of Alagappa Textiles (Cochin ) Ltd., to the Alagappa Textiles 

Multipurpose Co-operative Society R. No. 198 . 
2. Notice was issued to all the parties and the union and the 
managements appeared through advocates . At a later stage even 
hefore fling the statements the 2nd management, i.e., the President, 
Alagappa Textiles Multipurpose Co -operative Society, Reg . No. 198 , 
Alagappa Nagar, hereinafter referred to as the Society did not 
appear before this court and a registered notice was issued . Though 
they received it they did not appear and so they were declared 
ex parte. So the management referred to hereinafter in this award 
has reference to management No. I. 

3. The Union s statement discloses the following case : This 
management is running a canteen for its workers from 
beginning of the mills and it was run by the management and they 
employed workers also. There is a statutory, obligation on the part 
of the management to run a canteen and for this purpose they have 
got the furniture and other accessories to run the canteen . In 1960 
they entered into some arrangements with the Society and all the 
accessories were transferred to the Society . The employees were 
also taken over by the Society and they began to run it and the 
management agreed to give a subsidy of Rs. 500 to the Society . The 
workers were given the retrenchment compensation to which they 
were entitled for their service rendered to the management till 1960. 
This arrangement continued till 1967 and on 15-7-1967 this Society 
discontinued with the working of the canteen and the same was taken 
over by the management. Again there was a retrenchment by the 
Society and themanagement took them over into their service . This 
was as a result of some bargaining between the management and the 
Society regarding the subsidy payable to the Society for running the 
canteen . Again on 13-9-1968 the management intimated that the 
Society would take over the running of the canteen with effect from 
13-9-1968 and as usual they offered the compensation but the workers 
refused to accept it on the ground that this frequent transfers and 
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taking over cause a lot of inconvenience and loss to the workers. 
Even prior to this transfer the union had placed a charter of demands 
and they wanted the workers of the canteen to be treated on a par 
with the other workers under the management. Since this dispute 
was pending conciliation the workers refused to accept compensation . 
The running of the canteen is a dire necessity as far as this manage . 
ment is concerned because of the statutory requirement and the 
workers of the canteen also form part and parcel of the establish 
ment and they are to be treated just like any other worker working 
there. They are entitled to get bonus and other benefits . Interven 
tion of Society or other bodies should not in any way handicap the 
workere in receiving the remuneration to which they are entitled just 
like any other workers . For a long period these workers have work 
ed under this management and they would have got benefits like 
E.S.I. and provident fund. Actually the transfer in 1960 changed 
this . Now their case is that they are also entitled to be treated just 
like any other worker under this management because this is part 
of the work of the factory . 

4. The management denies all these contentions and their first 
plea is that this is not an industrial dispute at all for the reason 
that these workers are not at all workers under this management . 
They are workers under the Society and so this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to adjudicate this matter . Pursuant to a settlement in 
1967 the Canteen was transferred to the Society and they took it 
over with effect from 13-9-1968 . The workers were given due inti 
mation about this and they were also offered retrenchment compen 
sation under Section 25 FF of the Industrial Disputes Act. This was 
effected for bona fide purpose and that cannot be questioned . In view 
of this there is no industrial dispute now existing between these 
workers and the management. This union does not represent any 
of the workers now working under this management and so they 
cannot raise an industrial dispute against this management. Accord 
ing to the management it is not true to say that the management is 
duty bound to run the Canteen . The workers are under the Society 
and this management has nothing to do with them . They do not 
form part of the workers required to run this establishment and they 
cannot say that they can get wages like workers under this manage 
ment. Tile management is not running any canteen through the 
Society. It is managed and run by Society and that is not in any 
way an agent of the management. As an independent body it is 
functioning independently and so the disputes between the Society 
and the workers can be settled only by the Society and not by this 
management. 

5. In the rejoinder filed by the union they deny all these conten 
tions. They say that Section 25 FF contemplates only transfer of 
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an undertaking and the entrustment of the management of the 
canteen to the Society cannot be said to be a transfer as per Section 
25 FF. The workmen also have not accepted this transfer said to 
have been effected on 16-9-1968. The workmen always objected and 
the contention of the union that they are entitled to continue to work 
under the management has become an industrial dispute and so this 
can now be adjudicated by this court. It cannot be correct to say 
that the demand placed by them have become lapsed by the transfer 
of the canteen by the management. 

The company is bound to run 
the canteen and so the workers are also part of the establishment 
required to run the mills. The Society is running the canteen using 
the utensils and other accessories given by the Company and it func 
tions from the company premises. For these reasons they say that 
they are entitled to be treated as workers under this managenient. 

6. The evidence of parties can be summarised as follows: Ww1 
is one of the workers in the ca.iltin . says that he joined in 1956 
and he was appointed by the management and he was transferred in 
1960 to the Society and the manager retrenched workers like him . 
The Society runs the canteen from the factory compound using the 
furniture and other articles supplied by the management and the 
management pay a subsidy of Rs. 500 per month . The canteen was 
handed over to the management by the Society in 1967 and they were 
then retrenched by the Society . The management issued notice to 
all the workers and the copy is marked as Ext . W1. Another notice 
issued by the Society is marked as Ext. W2. On 7-8-1968 the union 
placed a charter of demands on the management and the copy is 
marked as Ext. W3. The management wanted to get the concilia 
tion posted to another date and the copy of the application is Ext. W4. 
There was another agreement to transfer the canteen back to the 
Society and that is Ext. W5. As per the terms of this agreement the 
workers are to go back to the Society. But this union has no know 
ledge about this agreement. A general notice was issued and that 
is Ext. W6. Compensation was sent by M.O. and that was refused 
since they have not accepted the proposal of the management to 
retrench them . They began to receive their salary under protest and 
this was intimated by sending Ext. W7. The reply of the manage 
ment to this is marked as Ext. W8; and another reply was also sent 
by the union and that is Ext. W9 ( 3 sheets ) . There are about 1,500 
werkers under this management and there are only 18 canteen 
workers. By Ext, W10 they were given advance tow ds bonus . 
They want all the canteen workers to be treated as workers under the 
managenient. By a recent resolution the Society resolved to hand 
over the running of the canteen to the management and he says that 
by these constant changes or transfers they are denied benefits like 
bonus, gratuity, provident fund and E.S.I. In cross -examination he 
says that he is not a member of the Governing body of the Co-opera 
tive Society . The Society started functioning from 1960-61. They 
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were paid their salaries till 1967 by the Society and they were running 
the canteen also . There are about 1,500 workers under this manage 
ment and there are 4 unions functioning there and these 4 unions 
have agreed to hand over the canteen to the Society . The Society 
has not given any notice saying that they have taken over the 
management of the canteen . The Society pays their salary but they 
receive it under protest and the Society controls the workers . He 
had taken part in a meeting of the General body of the Society as a 
worker of the canteer. but he is not a member of the Society . They 
resolved to hand over the canteen to the management and the union 
received a copy of this resolution . But the management has not 
taken over the same. He does not know whether the coinpany is 
incurring loss continuously . In re -examination he says that Ext. 
W11 is the copy of the resolution of the Society which he received 
as the Secretary of the union . 

7. As against this evidence there is the evidence of MW1 the 
Works Manager of the management. He says that there are about 
1450 workers working in this mill and there are 4 unions represent 
ing the workers. The mill has got a canteen and that is being run 
by the Society registered under the Co- operative Societies Act and 
they have got their own staff and board of Directors to continue its 
working. The canteen has got about 17 workers and they are paid 
by the Society. The terms and conditions of their service are also 
to be fixed by the Society and the Society maintains the attandance 
register of these workers. This management has no supervisory or 
other rights over these workers. The witness joined this management 
in 1965 and even then the Society was running the canteen . In 1967 
there was some break ard they took over the management. Then 
again there was an agreement between the various unions and the 
management and this agreement is Ext. W5. By this the Society 
took over the management of the canteen . As per this agreement 
the canteen was taken over on 16-9-1968 by the Society . The 
management was informed about this by letters marked as Ext. M1 
series . The staff members employed in the canteen were also in 
formed about this and that is Ext . M2. The management also offer 
ed to pay the compensation under Section 25 FF . Only 2 woriters 
accepted this compensation and the receipts issued by them are 
marked as Ext. M3 series. These two individual workers requested 
the management for compensation by letters and those letters are 
also contained in Ext. M3 series. The Textile Canteen Association 
represents the workers working in the canteen . None of the other 
workers under the management are members of this union . None of 
the workers working in the canteen are also members of unions 
othe than the Textile Canteen Association . This management has 
no financial capacity to run this canteen and the audited profit and 
loss account and balance sheet for the year ended 31-12-1969 is mark 
ed as Ext. M4. This was placed before the General Body and the 
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shareholders have accepted it. The management paid bonus to the 
workers for one year when the canteen was run by the management. 
In cross-examination he admits that the canteen building is situated 
in the company premises. He knows that the canteen has been 
functioning even before joined this management. But he does not 
know whether the management was running this canteen till 1960. 
The canteen buildings and utensils and all other furniture are all 
owned by this management. He knows that in 1967 July the Society 
had paid retrenchment compensation to these workers when they 
lianded over the canteen to the management. In 1968 September the 
management offered transfer compensation to the workers, and two 
of them received it. He admits that prior to this transfer 
16-9-1968 the canteen workers had placed a charter of demands to 
the management and there were one or two conciliation meetings > 
also. He does not remember the nature of the dispute raised by the 
workers. The workers were getting benefits like E.S.I. when they 
were workers under the management. When they were workers 
under the management they used to take disciplinary proceedings 
also against the canteen workers. The management has not received 
any notice from the Society saying that they are again transferring 
the canteen back to the management. He admits that Ext. W12 is a 
notice published by the General Assistant of the company . At pre 
sent they pay a subsidy of Rs. 1,400 to the Society for running the 
canteen . Another letter by the General Assistant is Ext. W13. At 
the time when these canteen workers were working under this 
management they were members of the other trade unions and they 
used to represent the matters of these workers also . 

8. In re- examination he says that the majority of the members 
of the Board of Directors of the Society are representatives of 
workers. The management has got only one representative on that 
Board . The canteen building is situated in the mill compound and 
the Society runs a fair price shop and a consumer stores in addition 
to this canteen . 

9. The main contention raised by the management is that this is 
not an industrial dispute which can be adjudicated by this Tribunal 
for the reason that none of these workers are workers under this 
management. It is admitted that they were workers till the Society 
too over the management of the canteen in 1960. In 1967 again it 
was handed over back to the management and thus the workers 
became the workers under this management. The workers placed a 
charter of demands to this management and that is marked as Ext. 
W3. This , is dated 7-8-1968 . Ext. W4 is a letter by the General 
Assistant of themanagement to the Assistant Labour Officer request 
ing the Assistant Labour Officer to postpone the conciliation confer 
ence convened by him . From this letter it is seen that a copy of this 
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letter was forwarded to the Secretary of the Textile Canteen Asso 
ciation also . , This shows that this conference was convened for the 
purpose of discussing the charter of demands placed by the Associa 
tion . While that was pending conciliation the manage 
ment published Ext. 16 by which they informed the 
canteen workers that they are transferring the canteen to the Society . 
The management would say that they are doing so on the basis of an 
agreement between the management and the union and this agree 
ment is marked as Ext. W5 . All the four textile unions excepting 
this union are parties to this agreement. As per this settlement it 
is seen that themanagement agreed to pay Rs. 1,000 to the Society 
as subsidy for running the canteen . This is dated 7-9-1967. By 
Ext. W6 the management informed the workers that they are hand 
ing over the canteen to the Society and the workers are directed by 
this notice to receive the transfer compensation . Only two workers 
received this compensation . The Society has not corne forward in 
this case to say that they have taken over the service of these 
workers. In addition to this there is also the resolution of the 
Board of Directors of the Society dated 15-3-1970 . The copy of the 
resolution is Ext. W11 . By this resolution they have resolved to stop 
the canteen and to hand it over to the management. They say that 
they are investing this amount in some other business. The correct 
ness of this resolution is not disputed by the management. So the 
position is that a large majority of workers have not accepted the 
compensation and the transferee has not agreed in any way to treat 
them as thcir workers. Ext. W11 shows that they have decided to 
hand it over to the management. These facts clearly show that 
these workers have not in any way severed their connections with 
the management, and the society .by its resolution has refused to 
take them as their workers in as much as they have decided to dis 
continue this business. In view of this the argument that they are 
no longer the workers of this management cannot hold good . 

10. The inaragement has the responsibility or duty to run this 
canteen and they opened it at the very beginning. These workers 
were also appointed by the management and the accessories neces . 
sary were also furnished by them . There is no case that the posi 
tion has now changed . There are about 1,400 workers and there is 
the statutory obligation on the part of the management to run a 
canteen . Ly the frequent transfers to which the management has 
resorted to The workers have lost the continuity of service. In 1960 
they got comporisation for their service till that year and in 1967 
again there was a break . Evidently they will not get benefits like 
ES.I., etc., if they work under the Society. By frequent transfers 
they stand to loose by not being qualified to get bigger amount as 
Provident Fund gratuity and compensation . The Association wanted 
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to bring all these facts to the notice of the management and also to 
get some relief, and for this they had submitted a charter of demands 
and pending conciliation the management resorted to this transfer in 
1968. Their case is that they have only implemented the terms of 
the settlement dated 7-9-1967. If it was purely with the intention of 
implementing the terms of this settlement they need not have waited 
till 13-9-1968 for this. . There was provision in the settlement to 
pay the subsidy with effect from 1-10-1967. They need not have 
waited till the union placed a charter of demands and the conciliation 
officer startel conciliation proceedings to implement the terms of the 
settlement of September , 1967. So the immediate provocation for 
the transfer of the canteen in September, 1968 was not the settlement 
dated 7th September, 1967. The delay of more than a year shows 
that there was something else also for taking this acticn in 1968. 
It can be presumed that the conciliation proceedings based on the 
charter of demands placed by this union had something to do with 
this . It is argued by the management that this Society has not 
chosen to appear before this court in connectio with dispute . 
It is true that they appeared in the beginning and thereafter they 
have not filed their statement showing their case. The management 
would argue that the Society is now colluding with this union . It is 
not clear as to why the Society should collude with this union of 
Canteen workers. The witness examined on behalf of the manage 
ment ha- not come forward with such a case. So this argument is 
not based on any facts in the case. Hence it cannot stand . 

11. These workers are given up by the Society as per the resolu 
tion dated 15-3-1970 . This is Ext. W11 . By this resolution the 
Society has decided not to run the canteen . The workers were first 
transferred to the Society and again now they are sent back to the 
management. Su their argument that they are no longer workers 
of the management also will not hold good. 

12. The management relies on the argument that the financial 
capacity of the mill is such that it cannot be burdened with any addi 
tional liability. It cannot be stated that the running of a canteen is an 
additional liability because there is the statutory requirement to 
run it. They constructed the canteen building and all the furniture 
and utensils are furnished by them . They appointed the workers 
also. The mills continue to work . It can also be seen that all along 
they were running the canteen except for the period for which it was 
run by the Society . For this purpose they are paying subsidy also . 
Initially it was Rs. 500 per month and it was gradually increased and 
at the last stage they were paying 1400 per month as subsidy. The 
loss sustained by the working of the mills cannot be a reason to say 
that they cannot employ a few workers employed in the canteen . 
They have no case that they propose to stop the working of the 
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canteen . It is also not established that the canteen alone causes 
so much loss. The mere fact that they are giving some subsidy 
every month shows that it is not an establishment which can stand 
on its own legs . It forms part of the mill. Hence the financial loss 
or incapacity canot be a reason to say that they cannot employ these 
workers who were cnce appointed by them . The financial capacity 
of the management for one particular year alone is referred to in this 
case . In deciding these matters it may not be correct to refer the 
financial capacity of an establishment for one year alone. So this 
argument also will not hold good. 

13 . The resolution of the Board of Directors of the Society shows 
that- they are not continuing to run the canteen . Naturally they 
would have given the intimation about this to the management. The 
management cannot thrust the responsibility of running the canteen 
on an unwilling society. So when the Society says that they are to 
be relieved of this the only course left upon to the management is to 
take it back . In view of the discussions already made 1 find that the 
workers are entitled to be employed uninterruptedly by the manage 
ment and there cannot be any break in service as per the retrench 
ment notice issued by the management on 30-9-1968. The manage 
ment shall treat these workers as if there was no retrenchment on 
16-9-1968 . But this is applicable only to all workers other than the 
two workers whose case is discussed separately in the next para . 

14. These two workers were working directly under the manage 
ment till 16-9-1968 and the retrenchment compensation offered was 
received only by them . The receipts given by them are proved as 
Ext. M3 series. They are V. Kesavan Kartha and K. D. Joy . The 
fact that they have received compensation is not disputed by the 
union .. They have received retrenchment compensation and as per 
agreement they are free to work under the Society and in case of 
another transfer by the Society , to the management they have the 
right to come to the management for work . They get only that 
much of right which they are entitled to get even without this award . 
This is being incorporated in this award in order to avoid any mis 
understanding that may arise at a future date about the terms and 
conditions of service of these two workers . 

I pass this award as stated above and this award shall come into 
force on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in the Government 

azette . 


R. K. VENU NAYAR . 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


Camp: Ernakulam , 

24-5-1971 
G. 1414 
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APPENDIX 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Union . 
W1 Notice dated 9-5-1968 of the management. 
W 2 Notice dated 10-8-1967 issued to Sri O : Achuthan Nair by 

the Society . 
W3 Copy of letter dated 7-8-1969 from the union to the manage 

ment. 
W 4 Letter dated 27-8-1968 from the management to the Asst . 

Labour Officer. 
W 5 Copy of Joint Memorandum of settlement in I.D. No. 27167 . 
W6 Notice dated 13-9-1968 issued to canteen workers by the 

management. 
W7 Copy of letter dated 11-10-1968 from the union to the 

management. 
W8 Notice dated 12-10-1968 issued to the canteen workers by 

the management. 
W 9 Copy of letter dated 26-10-1968 from the Association to the 

management. 
W10 Copy of agreement between the management and the Asso 

ciation . 
W11 Letter dated 3-4-1970 from the Society to the management. 
•W12 Notice of closure of the canteen dated 13-8-1970 . 
W13 Letter dated 17-8-1968 from the management to the Asst. 

Labour Officer . 
Exhibits marked on the side of the management. 
M1 ( Sereis 2 Nos .) Copy of letter dated 13-9-1968 to the manage. 

ment from the Society enclosing a copy of resolution of 

the committee dated 14-9-1968. 
M 2 (series 2 Nos.) Copy of notice dated 13-9-1968 to the canteen 

workers by the management with the translation in 

Malayalam . 
M3 (series 4 Nos.) Receipts of Sarvashree Joy and Kesavan Nair 

given to the management for accepting the compensa 

tion . 
M 4 Annual report and statement of accounts of the management 

for the year 1969. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Union . 

WW1 O. Achuthan Nair . 
Witness examined on the side of management. 

MW1 C. M. Francis. 
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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24tli August 1971 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Social Welfare ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 18373/A4 /71 /LSWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum 4th June 1971. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the 
dispute between Shri K. S. Antony and A. K. Uduppu, Managing 
Partners , Kinsotel, Trichur and their workmen represented by Shri 
P.V. Krishnankutty , Secretary, Trichur District Hotel Thozhilali 
Union , Trichut received by Government on 17-5-1971 is hereby 
published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor . 

S. NAGARAJAN , 

Joint Secretary 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
( The Twelfth day of May, Nineteen hundred and Seventy - one 

Present 
Sri R. K. VENU NAYAR , B.A., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
ARBITRATION No. 2/70 

Between 
K.S. Antony & A. K. Uduppu , 
Managing Partners, Kinsotel, 
Trichur 

(Management) 

And 
Sri P. V. Krishnan Kutty , 
Secretary, Trichur District 
Hotel Thozhilali Union, Trichur 

Union 
Representation : 

Sri M. Venugopalan , 
Advocate , Trichur 

For employers 
Sri K. N. Karunakaran , 
Advocate, Trichur 

For Workmen 
Ileard the parties , perused the records and passed the following: 

ARBITRATION AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred to me for arbitration as per 
order . No. 29386 /A1/ 1 / 70 /LSWD dated 15-10-1970 by Government of 
G , 1375/MC. 
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Kerala on the basis of an agreement between the parties to this dis 
pute. In the order itself it is made clear that the award shall be made 
within a period of 6 months from the date of issue of the Notification 
and there is also a provision for extending the time by mutual agree 
ment between the parties in writing. On 8-4-1971 when the matter 
came up for evidence the parties to the dispute agreed to extend the 
time by one month from 14-4-1971 to 14-5-1971 . The only issue 
referred for arbitration is the following: 

Whether the dismissal of Shri 0. K. Vijayan from Kinsotel 
is justifiable or not. If unjustifiable to what relief he is 

entitled to.. 
2. Notice was issued to both parties and they filed statement, 
reply statement and adduced oral and documentary evidence . The 
case of the Union as stated in their statement is the following : -- . 

Sri 0. K. Vijayan hereinafter referred to as the worker was 
employed in this Hotel from the very beginning of it. 

They 
terminated his services with effect from 13-5-1970. This termina 
tion is illegal and the reasons for the termination are not correct 
or sufficient to dispense with his services . The enquiry alleged to 
have been conducted by the management prior to the dismissal 
was not conducted in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice. The worker was not given copy of the enquiry proceedings 
or report. The management had prejudice against this workman 
because of his trade union activities and they somehow wanted to 
send him away and they took this action only for that purpose . 
This worker was an active trade union worker and on 1-4-1970 
the union submitted a charter of demands including the derand 
for enhancement of wages, and on 3-4-1970 the management issued 

a show cause notice to this worker . The main reason for this was 
. the charter of demands placed by the union . The management had 

prior to this date appointed one Ibrahimkutty who was connected 
with the rival union . When he got this job he was out to help the 
management in any way. Actually this Ibrahimkutty trespassed into 
the place of working of the worker and he was the actual culprit. 
Instead of taking action against the real culprit the management 
has choosen to take action against this worker only to see that he 
is sent out of the hotel. Sri Ibrahimkutty abused and threatened 
to cause injury to this worker. The worker has not caused any 
disturbance inside the hotel. On these grounds the union wants 
this order of dismissal to be quashed and to reinstate this worker 
with continuity of service and back wages. 

3. In the reply statement filed by the management they deny all 
these contentions. The worker was employed as a tea maker in the 
hots ! Since he committed a serious misconduct they issued a charge 
sheet on 3-4-1970 and he was asked to submit his reply on 5-4-1970 
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The reply was received and an enquiry was conducted on 15-4-1970 
after giving a notice to the worker. He participated in the enquiry. 
The enquiry officer found the worker guilty of the charges levelled 
against him and the management ordered dismissal of the worker . 
According to the management the enquiry was conducted in accord 
ance with all the principles of natural justice and the worker was 
given opportunity to cross- examine the management witnesses and 
also to examine his own witnesses. He participated in the enquiry 
from the very beginning to the end . The management had no ill 
will against this worker . The management had no opportunity to 
know that this worker was actively connected with the trade union 
activities of this hotel. More over most of the employees, to the 
knowledge of the management, are members of trade unions. The 
management had no purpose or motive in appointing Sri Ibrahimkutty . 
Disciplinary proceedings were taken against this worker only to 
maintain the discipline in the hotel. There was nothing unfair in 
any of the dealings connected with this enquiry and the subsequent 
dismissal. 

4 . WW1 is the concerned worker. He says that he got the order 
of dismissal on 13-5-1970 and that is marked as Ext. W1. He says 
that the enquiry and the dismissal order are not correct and they 
are invalid . He is an active trade ution worker and the hotel 
management also is aware of it . Notice regarding charter of demands 
was given to the management by the union on 1-4-1970 and the 
copy is marked as Ext. W2. The management issued a show cause 
notice on 3-4-1970. This is marked as Ext. W3: He got this on 
4-4-1970 and the reply marked as Ext. W4 was given on 5-4-1970 
Notice regarding the appointment of the enquiry officer was received 
by him on 7-4-1970 , and that is marked as Ext. W5. He says that 
the management has not given the copy of the enquiry proceedings 
and report to him along with the dismissal order. He was asked 
to explain within 48 hours after receipt of notice about his conduct. 
If only he had been given more time he would have given a detaileri 
explanations, and in the enquiry notice no mention is made about 
the documents to be taken into consideration at the enquiry, No 
notice about the enquiry was given to the Secretary of the union. He 
was not permitted to seek the assistance of anybody at the enquiry 
whereas the management was permitted to engage a person to examine 
the management witnesses and also to cross-examine his witnesses. 
He has got about 11 years service. The management appointed this 
Ibrahimkutty only very recently with the main purpose of wrecking 
the union . That worker is not a member of this union and he was 
working in the kitchen whereas this worker was working in the 
pantry. On the day of incident he was working in his usual place . 
Ibrahimkutty came to this place and asked for bread. He refused 
to give bread saying that it cannot be given without the permission 
of the manager. He forcibly snatched away some broad and knife 
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and with the knife he threatened that he will do away with him . By 
that time WW2 came there . He adds that the workers are not 
permitted to take or cut bread from the pantry. According to him 
he did not abuse anybody . He did not also threaten anybody. He 
reported the matter to the manager but no explanation was obtained 
from Ibrahimkutty. He is not now employed . 

5. In cross -examination he says that the enquiry was conducted 
at the time and place mentioned in the enquiry notice. "He gave 
this explanation within 24 hours but he had asked for extension of 
time to submit the explanation . There are no documents to show 
that. The explanation was prepared by him . Nobody was con 
sulted for this. He did not get any time to say anything about tha 
order of dismissal. Then he adds that after receipt of the notice 
he consulted the secretary of the union and then he prepared his 
explanation . He does not know whether the management appointed 
this Ibrahimkutty for preparing Chinese dishes . 

6. All the witnesses were examined the enquiry in his presence. 
He was permitted to cross-examine but he was not able to put all 
the questions which he wanted to put and necessary time also was 
not given for this. Regarding this he has not made any complaints. 
He knew the seriousness of the enquiry only after the dismissal. 
In the enquiry the charge was read over to him . He admits that 
Ext. Mi is the enquiry report. First page of it contains his signa 
ture: On 5th page also there is the signature put after recording 
his evidence . Similarly pages 12, 13, 14 , 17 and 21 also contain his 
signature. He wanted to examine his own witnesses and they were 
examined in his presence. 

He does not know whether they have 
signed after their evidence . 

7. He made enquiries for getting a job at several places but so 
far he has not succeeded in that attempt. He continued in the 
service even after the show.cause notice. He has nothing to say 
about pages of the enquiry proceedings which do not contain his 
signature . 

8. WW2 is another worker who says that he was present in the 
hotel on the date of the incident. He is a server in the hotel. He 
gave an order for bread and it was cut and given . Then Ibrahimkutty 
came and asked for bread . WW1 said that the manager las 
asked him not to give bread to workers. Ibrahimkutty is employed 
in the Kitchen and in the usual course he need not come to the pantry. 
When WW1 refused to give bread he snatched away the bread and 
then this witness went to the dining hall and when he came back 
after some time he saw these two persons catching each other and 
Ibrahimkutty had a knife in his hand usually used for cutting bread . 
He pacified them and he says that this was not in any way causing 
disturbance to the customers. The Assistant manager came and his 
voice was heard even outside. He was examined at the enquiry . He 
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also adds that 2 or 3 days prior to this incident this Ibrahimkutty 
had come there and he had taken bread also . 

The matter vas 
reported to the manager and the manager told him that Ibrahimkutty 
will not repeat it. The man in charge of the pantry is to keep 
account of the articles given . In cross-examination he says that he is 
a member of the union and the worker is also a member of the same 
union . The union is now working to get the worker reinstated . 
Ibrahimkutty is not a member of the union . He gave the correct 
information at the enquiry and the enquiry officer recorded the 
statement and his signature is there on page 17 of Ext. M1. The 
deposition was read over to him and then only he signed it. The 
worker had also signed it. A customer who had ordered for bread 
left the hotel without taking bread . In re-examination he adds that 
the customer left when he heard the noise made by the manager who 
came to the sopt. 

9. WW3 is another worker. He was in the hotel on this parti 
cular day . The worker works in the pantry and Ibrahimkutty 
.works in the kitchen . There was an incident regarding bread between 
these two persons. He went there on hearing some noise. He 
found that Ibrahimkutty was making noise and was threatening to 
cause injuries to the worker with a knife. Then WW2 intervened 
and pacified them . Ibrahimkutty also said that he will take bread 
and nobody can prevent him . 

10. In Cross-examination he says that he was examined at the 
enquiry . He says that he has signed Ext. Mi. He read the contents 
and then only he signed it. Ibrahimkutty is not a member of his 
union . He also adds that he is interested in getting the worker re 
instated at any cost. This is the gist of the evidence recorded on 
behalf of the union . 

11. MW1 is the enquiry officer. He proves the enquiry proceed 
ings and the report. They are marked as Ext. M1 and Mi(a ). The 
witnesses are examined and their statements are correctly recorded . 
The worker was present there throughout the enquiry . The witnesses 
were examined in his presence and he signed the enquiry proceedings. 
The worker also signed it. The witnesses tendered by both sides 
were examined and cross-examined . 

12. In cross- examination he says that he got a butter asking limi 
to conduct the enquiry. That is not produced in this case . lle 
framed the charges. The documents on the basis o ! which the charges 
are framed are not produced in this matter. The manager examinca 
the Management witnesses and cross-examined the worker s witnesses. 
Nobody asked him to appoint the manner to .conduct 
enquiry . There was nobody to assist the worker. The deposition 
of the worker was taken down by him . He was also cross-examined . 
He said that he has stated what all he has to say to the manager . 
He was not cross - examined on the basis of this statement. File 


statement is not marked in this matter . The enquiry was over on 
the same day. He has conducted other enquiries also . He has 
not obtained the signature of the worker on all the pages because 
he did not think it necessary . The contents were read over to the 
witnesses and then only they signed . The suggestion that these pages 
which do not contain the signature of the worker are all added later 
was denied by him . He was asked to conduct the enquiry and give 
the report but was not asked to suggest the punishment to be 
awarded to the worker and he knows that dismissal is the maximum 
punishment. The eifquiry was conducted from the office room of the 
hotel at about 9 a.m. and then he adds that it was conducted at 
about noon . 

13. Ext. M1 contains the documents on the basis of which he 
arrived at a decision in this matter. They are marked as Exts. M1 
to M3 at the enquiry. They are the show cause notice, explanation 
and the enquiry notice. The worker was not asked about the clocu 
ment referred to by him , in his statement. He says that he had asked 
the worker whether he refers to Ext . M2 as the statement given 
by him to the manager. But this aspect is not mentioned in the 
enquiry proceedings . 

14. The conclusion in Ext. M1 are all written by him at his 
instance and not at the instance of other partiés . It has not come 
out at the enquiry that the worker had submitted another complaint 
about the incident to the management. After recording the evi 
dence he asked the worker whether he had committed the ofl ence. 
He is not a customer of the hotel. 

15. In re -examination he says that the documents perused and 
referred to by him are marked as Ext. Mi to M3 at the enquiry . 
The worker never stated that he had given another statement to the 
management with regard to this incident. He is a practising lawyer 
of Trichur for the past seven years. 

16. MW2 is the Managing partner of the hotel. WW1 was emplo 
yed there. MW1was asked to conduct the enquiry and his report was 
considered by the partners at the partner smeeting. The proceedings 
are recorded and the minutes book is Ext. M2. All the discussions 
are in the minutes book . In cross- examination he says that he wa : 
not examined as a witness at the enquiry. He comes almost everyday 
to the hotel at least once . Some other partners also come there . 
He has not seen the incident . The details regarding the recruitment 
and employment of persons are not shown in the book . Managing 
partner is empowered to appoint workers and also to dismiss them 
if necessary . In a meeting they had discussued about an industrial 
dispute about which the Assistant Labour Officer had mentioned . 
As per the provisions of the partnership deed they had to meet at least 
once in a year. They met on 19-4-1970 and they.considered about 
the unruly behaviour of the workers. They have not mentioned the 
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names of those workers. He has not participated in the enquiry , 
The partners did not take a decision to conduct the enquiry . 
Ibrahimkutty was appointed recently . 

17. The manager assigns work to each individual worker. This 
worker was in the pantry. There was another worker also in the 
same section . They work in shifts . The workers have to kecp 
some account for the bread and milk . A worker in kitchen can go 
and take his coll ce or tea from the pantry but they cannot eat 
anything of their choice. There are certain regulations for all these 
things. In re he adds that the airconditioned room was reserved for 
conducting the enquiry . This is the summary of the evidence addu 
ced on behalf of the Management . 

18. The Union counsel argues that the enquiry ollicer has not 
considered the case of the worker including the defende set up by 
hin . At the enquiry the witness was asked whether he has to say 
anything and he stated that what all he has to state has been stated 
to the manager. It is argued by the union counsel that this state 
ment was not considered by the Enquiry Officer and since the worker 
has not been cross-examined on this aspect now it has to be presumed 

that this statement is an undisputed statement on the basis of which 
. the worker s case should be believed . When MW1 the enquiry oflicer 
tendered evidence he admits that he considered only documents 
referred to in his enquiry report as Exts. Mi to M3: Referring to 
Ext. M1 and M1( a ) the enquiry proceedings and the report it is 
argued that the documents referred to by the Enquiry officer in his 
report are not produced in this case . In the absence of these docu 
ments it has to be presumed that the enquiry officer has not consi 
dered the case of the worker as stated by him before the manage 
ment prior to the enquiry. At one stage the evidence of Mwi he 
says that he had asked the worker about the statement alleged to 
have been given by him to the manager. But this aspect is not 
recorded in the proceedings. It has to be seen whether it is correct 
to say that the enquiry ollicer has not referred to the case of the 
worker as stated by him in the statement. The documents referred 
to by the enquiry officer in his enquiry are marked as Exts . Mi to 
M3. They were marked through the Assistant Manager who gave 
evidence on behalf of the nianagement. It is true that these docu 
ments are not produced before me by the Management. It is seen 
from the enquiry report that Ext. Mi is the copy of memo issued 
to the worker. Est M2 is the reply of the worker and Ext. M3 is 

the enquiry notice . 
27 

19. The counsel for the management points out that all these 
are produced and marked on behalf of the union . They are marked 
as Exts, W3, W4 and W5 respectively . If they are already proved 
the other side need only produce it it they dispute the currectness ci 
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the contents. Since the management has not produced them it has 
to be presumed that the documents produced by the union are correct. 

20. The report of the enquiry officer is marked as Ext. Ml(a ). 
There he refers to the show cause notice and reply. In that letter 
Ext. W4, the worker refers to another letter sent to the management 
on 2-4-1970 regarding this incident. The copy of that is not produced 
by the worker. He has not referred to this letter when he tendered 
evidence in this case. He has not stated anything about this letter in 
the statement of his case. What he says is that he had told the 
manager about this incident but he does not say that actually he had 
sent a letter as mentioned in Ext . W4. 

If he had retained a copy 
he could have produced it or if the union is not having it they could 
have summoned the management to produce the original. They 
have not done and the worker was asked about the charges in 
the enquiry and there he could have mentioned about the same. In 
the ordinary course much importance has to be attached to this letter 
dated 2-4-1970 since it has been written on the spur of the moment 
without getting much time to add or subtract facts or details of the 
incident to suit the convenience of the parties. Since that letter is 
not before me I cannot say anything about it. 

21. The further question is whether it was fair on the part of 
the enquiry officer in not having considered that statement or letier 
about which mention is made by the worker. As already stated the 
worker has no case that this letter sent by him contained all the 
details. From the enquiry proceedings it is seen that the worker 
has not put even a single question regarding this earlier complaint 
to the Assistant Manager who tendered evidence on behalf of the 
management in the enquiry . So from the attitude of the worker it 
has to be presumed that he was not very anxious to produce this 
document before the enquiry officer. When he was questioned it is 
seen that he made a statement saying that he has stated that what 
all he has to say is put in writing to the manager. If really the 
enquiry officer had perused Ext. W4 he would have seen that there 
was a mention of a previous letter in it. When the enquiry officer 
tendered evidence before me the union counsel has not choosen to con 
front him with this document and ask him whether he had perused this 
letter mentioned in Ext. W4. He has not done that. The question 
is the extent to which the worker s interests are prejudiced by this. 
This can be assessed only if the true version of the letter comes to me. Y 
As already mentioned the union has not referred to this letter till 
the time of the argument. Even the worker has not referred to this . 
In view of all these facts I find that the union has not established 
that any prejudice is caused to the worker by this . " 

22. There is another argument that the enquiry oficer framed 
charges without perusing documents. From the enquiry icport il 
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is seen that the enquiry officer las perused only Exts. Mi to M3 and 
these are the marks given by him in the enquiry to the documents 
perused by him . The non -production of these documents by the 
management will not in any way show that the enquiry officer has 
not perused these documents . The answers given by the chiquiry 
officer in cross- examination would show that he had persued these 
documents and then only framed the charges and conducted the en 
quiry. So this argunent also will not hold good . 

23. Another point urged vehemently by the union counsel is that 
the management resorted to this action of dismissal only to victimise 
the worker for his trade union activities. It is their case that the 
workers submitted a charter of demands to the management and 
they issued this show cause notice on 3-1-1970 itself. Ext. W3 is 
the copy of the charter of demands. The date on which it was 
received by the management is not clear from this. There is nothing 
in the evidence to suggest that this worker had any definite hand 
in placing this charter. It is not their case that he is the office bearer 
of the union . There are also the other members of the union working 
there even now . There is no case that the management has taken 
similar action against any of the members or the oflice bearers of the 
union . WW1 says that he is a trade union worker in that hotel. The 
facts alleged and proved in this case are not sufficient to conclude 
that the management took this action only to victimise this worker 
for his trade union activities . 

24. There is a complaint that the place of enquiry and the time 
was not properly intimated . The union counsel points out that the 
enquiry officer has not correctly stated the place from where the 
enquiry took place. MW ? states that the enquiry took place from 
the air - conditioned room in the hotel and MW states that it took 
place from the office of the hotel. These facts would have been 
relevant if the worker had not participated in the enquiry at any 
time. From Ext. M1 it is seen that he cross- examined the manage 
ment witnesses and examined his own witnesses. This is not likely 
to be the outcome of an enquiry about which the worker had no 
previous intimation regarding the time and place. He went to the 
place of enquiry and he participated in it and his own witnesses were 
examined and all these things happened on one day. This would 
show that this complaint also has no force. 

25. Then it is argued that the worker has not signed on all the 
pages of the enquiry proceedings. From Ext. M1 it is seen that 
ww1 signed only on pages at the end of deposition of witnesses 
and also at the end of the enquiry . It is argued that the other 

pages which do not contain his signature are not really the deposi. 
: tion or statements recorded by the enquiry officer at the enquiry. The 

worker was asked about the pages on which his signatures are not 
scen , He has only stated that he has nothing to say about it. If he had 
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a css that the other pages do not contain the statement as stated 
by the witnesses the worker could have stated through his own 
witnesses and they could have tendered evidence in this court also . 
If he has a case that the enquiry officer changed even their state 
ment then these witnesses could have been confronted with this 
statement and they could have stated that they do not find what 
they stated before the enquiry officer in those statement. These two 
witnesses examined on behalf of the worker have not stated anything 
like that. If they had a case that the enquiry officer effected some 
charges then these witnesses and the worker could have deposed like 
tiiat in this court. In the absence of these suggestions it cannot be 
stated that there is anything suspicious about the contents of the 
pages on which the worker has not signed. There is a further argu 
ment that the worker was not given the copy of the enquiry pro 
ceedings and the report before the dismissal order was issued . This 
becomes necessary only if the worker had the right to make a further 
representation on the basis of the enquiry proceedings or the report. 
Or else it must be established that the worker suffered some serious 
consequences by not getting these copies. The amount of prejudice 
that has been caused by not giving these documents is also not stated 
by the worker. It has to be seen whether the worker had a right 
to make a further representation after the enquiry on the basis of 
the enquiry proceedings and the report. The management refers 
to a decision reported at 1962(II) LLJ 770. This decision shows that 
once the enquiry is over and if it is found to be a fair enquiry then 
the aggrieved worker has no right to be heard by the employer. 
Since the union has not proved that any serious hard - ship was caused 
by not giving the copy of the enquiry proceedings and report I find 
that there was nothing wrong by not giving the proceedings and 
the report to the worker immediately after the enquiry . 

26. Then there is the argument that the worker was not given 
an opportunity to peruse the documents relied on by the Enquiry 
cfficer at the enquiry. As already stated MW1 states that he relied 
only on three documents and they are the show cause notice , the 
explanation and the enquiry notice . These documents were all avai 
lable with the worker and the further perusal was not necessary for 
the simple reason that they were all in his custody when the enquiry 
commenced . 

27. There is a general complaint for the union that the manage . 
ment did not furnish the names of witnesses prior to the enquiry . 
On a perusal of the documents it is seen that the management has not 
really furnished the names of the witnesses to be examined at the 
enquiry . The question is the amount of prejudice caused to the 
worker by this . The worker has not referred has any such aspects 
in his evidence . He has no case that he was not able to cross . 
esamine these witnesses because the details were not available with 


lim for cross -examination . There is no case that there was als 
surprise in this in the sense that new witnesses who were unknown 
to him were examined at the enquiry and when he gave evidence 
he has not chosen to say that any prejudice was caused to him by 
not giving the names previously. So I And that no prejudice was 
caused to the worker by not giving the names previously 

28. The union through their witnesses refers to the incident and 
it is pointed out that the management employed Ibrahimkutty only 
to wreck the union by causing some provocation . It is also alleged 
that it is all because of the union rivalry. It is argued that there 
is more fault on the part of the Ibrahimkutty than on the worker. 
The union through their witnesses attempts to establish that this 
Ibrahimkutty had no business to enter the pantry where this worker 
works. There was a general instruction to the person in charge of 
the pantry not to give bread and other eatables to workers with 
vut the permission of the manager. This worker Ibrahimkutty 
entered the place and snatched away the bread and he took the knife 
and threatened this worker. In these circumstances they say that 
this Ibrahimkutty was the agressor and the fact that the manage 
ment has not taken any action against him shows that the manage 
ment wanted to employ him as a tool in their hands. The witnesses 
WWs 2 and 3 are examined before me to establish this fact. It has 
come out from the enquiry proceedings that even before the union 
placed the demands there was a sinilar incident between the very 
same persons . The said Ibrahimkutty attempted to take bread and 
the matter was reported to the manager and themanagement assured 
this worker that it will not be repeated. The questions and answers 
elicited in the enquiry from the Assistant Manager would show that 
the anti-union feeling of the management alone was not the real 
reason for taking action against this worker. Certain answers were 
elicited from the Assistant Manager and this would suggest that 
there was some other reasons also. Further the evidence of WW2 
and WW3 before me would also suggest that there was some inci . 
dent on that day and because of that one of the customers left the 
hotel without taking the food ordered by him . The entire evidence 
taken as a whole would show that there was some incident and 
the worker also had some part in it. The question whether the 
management is justified in not taking action against Sri Ibrahimkutty 
does not in this case . 

29. Yet another argument raised is that the enquiry oficer 
allowed the manager to examine the management witnesses and also 
to cross -examine the witnesses tendered by the worker. There is 
a further complaint that similar facility of getting the assistance of 
a third party to conduct the enquiry was not offered to the worker. 
The worker also should have been permitted to employ a representa 
tive at the enquiry is what they want. The management counse ! 
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refers to the decision of the Supreme Court in Brook Bond India Ltal . 
reported at 1961(II) LLJ 417 and argues that the worker cannot 
ask for this facility as a matter of right. The decision lays down 
the law as follows: 

" A workman against whom an inquiry is being held by the 
management has no right to be represented at such enquiry 
by a representative of his union , though the employer in his 
discretion can and may allow him to be so represented and it 
cannot be said that in any enquiry against a workman natural 
justice demands that he should be represented by a representa 

tive of his union ." 
It is not seen from the enquiry proceedings that the worker requested 
the enquiry oflicer to allow him to get the assistance of a trade 
union representative or lawyer. Even if the request is denied the 
enquiry will not be vitiated . Hence I find that the enquiry is not 
vitiated on this ground . 

30. The appointment of an outsider as an enquiry oflicer is another 
ground on which the union wants this enquiry to be held invalid . 
The enquiry is conducted by an advocate of Trichur Bar. He was 
asked whether he is a customer of this hotel and he denies this . 
Here again the decision of the Supreme Court reported at 1964 (II) 
LLJ 139 is referred to by the management counsel. There it is 
held that a lawyer does not become incompetent to conduct an enquiry 
on the mere ground that he is employed as a lawyer by the manage 
ment in some matters. In this case there is no suggestion that this 
management had engaged this lawyer in any of the matters. So 
this ground also will not hold good . 

31. There is the further plea that the inanagement had not asked 
the enquiry ollicer to recommend the punishment to be awarded . It 
is pointed out that he recommended the maximum punishment which 
was not something he was asked to do . It is argued that this single 
act is sufficient to show the interestedness of the enquiry officer in 
the employer . It is seen that MW1 was only asked to conduct the 
enquiry and give the findings. He admits that he was not asked to 
recommend the punishment to be awarded to the worker. It is not 
a case where the union alleges that the Enquiry officer las any pre 
judice against the worker . There is no case that the Enquiry officer 
had prejudged the case. In view of these facts I find that there was 
anything improper in this also . For all the reasons stated above 
the worker is not entitled to any relief . 

I pass this arbitration award as stated above. 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


Calicut, 
12-5-1971. 
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APPENDIX 


Erts. marked on the side of the Union : 
W1. Memo dated 12-5-1970 issued to the worker by the manage 

ment . 
W2. Demands dated 1-4-1970 of the Union . 
W3. Memo dated 3-4-1970 issued to the worker by the manage 

ment. 
W4. Reply dated 5-4-1970 by the worker to the management. 
W5. Notice of enquiry dated 7-4-1970 from the management 

to the worker . 
Exts, marked on the side of the management. 

M1. Enquiry , proceedings and 
M1(a ) Report. 

M2. Minutes book of the Kinsotel for the years 1968 to 1971. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 

ww1. Vijayan . 
WW2. Laazar. 

WW3. Joseph . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the management: 

MW1. N. M. N. Anujan . 
MW2. K. S. Antony. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Social Welfare (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
Na 25396 /A4 /71/LSWI). 

Dated, Trivundrum , 2012 July , 1971 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of M /s. Premier Tyres Ltd., Kalamassery and their 
workmen represented by the Premier Tyres Employecs Association , Kalama. 
ssery received by Governinent on 7th July , 1971 is hereby published under 
Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor. 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Joint Secretary 


Before the Court of Industrial Tribunal, Kozhikode 
(Wednesday, the 30th day of June, Ninteen Hundred and Seventy -one) 

Present: 
SRI R. K. VENU NAYAR ; B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. " 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 9/70 . 

Between 

THE MANAGEMENT 
OF Ms. PREMIER TYRES LTD ., KALAMASSERY. 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
REPRESENTED BY THE PREMIER TYRES EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION , 

KALAMASSERY. 
Hepresentation : 

M /s. Menop & Pai, 
Advocates , Ernakulam 

Far Yanagement. 
Sri M. Rajasekharan Nair , 
Advocate , Ernakulam 

For Unton . 
G. 1571/MC 
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The Government of Kerala by order No 9462 /H4/70 /LSWD dated 7-4-1970 
referred the industrial dispute existing between the above parties for adju . 
dication . The specific matter in dispute is the following: 

" Whether the employees who are members of Premier Tyres Emplo. 
yees Association and who went on strike from 00 hours on 29-10-1969 
are entitled to salary or any compensation for the period up to 

18-11-1969 or for any part of that period " . 
2. The Premier Tyres Employees Association hereinafter referred to 
the Association appeared before this Tribunal on receipt of notice and flled 
a statement containing the following allegations. This association is a 
recognised trade union working in this factory and served a notice on the 
management on 21-10-1969 and declared a strike with effect from 29-10-1969, 
The next day the management laid off all workmen by their boties dates 
30-10-1969. As a result of conciliation the management lifted the lay-off with 
effect from 4-11-1969 . Again on 5-11-1969 the management locked out the 
factory as far as the members of this association are concerned and the 
President of the union wanted to say that they have withdrawn the strike but 
finding that the management had come out with lock out he was rot able to do 

and the Association wrote about this to the management the very next 
day but they have not replied so far. In the absence of any replies or clari 
fications of notice issued by the management the workers were not able to go 
for work . There was conciliation and an agreement was sigued on 18-11-1969. 
The management had by notice dated 4-11-1969 announced that they are pay . 
ing full wages and dearness allowance to the workers for the period of lay 
off . According to the Association these workers are also entitled to these 
benefits . The lock out, by the manager on 5-11-1969 being an illegal one 
because of the pendency of conciliation proceedings the Association claims 
that the workers are entitled for the wages for the period of lock out. The 
clarification issued by the management by letter to the Association Was 
only on 11-11-1969 and the Association had no possibility to inform the 
workers about this because all these workers continued to be under the im 
pression that the management was continuing with this illegal lock out. So 
Dey say that the workers are colitled for wages for the whole period uplo 
18-11-1969. 


so 


3. In the reply statement filed by the management they say that these 
workers are not entitled to any relief. According to them it was an illegal 
and unjustifiable strike. This Association is a minority union . The Associa 
tion went on a strike from 29th October , 1969 in spite of the letter by the 
management on 28th October , 1969 expressing their willingness to discuss all 
matters with the union . The management wanted to impress upon the Asso 
ciation the necessity to avoid any loss caused by dislocation in work like 
Strikes and 0 -slows. But in spite of this the workers struck work and 
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j emained inside the factory premises preventing willing worhica from work . 
ing . They were also preventing the transport of finished goods from the 
factory premises and because of this the management had to lay off the 
workinen in certain departments of the Tactory , by notice dated 30th October , 
1969. Even though the Association was informed about the joint conference 
to be held on 7-11-1969 they did not withdraw the strike. There are two 
other unions also working in the factory and the members of these two unions 
informed the management about their willingness to work , and so the manage 
ment lifted the lay off by notice dated 4-11-1969 and they started again on 
6-11-1969. Because of the unhelpful attitude of the members of the Asso 
ciation who were remaining inside the factory the manageinent made it clear 
that they would not allow such workers to enter the factory premises. The 
management denies the union s contention that the Association Wis at any 
time willing to withdraw the strike . The management has not resorted to a 
lock out but the workers were on strike despite the appeal made by the 
labour authorities. The management has never locked out the factory and by 
their notice they have inade it clear that it was not lock 

out. 
This information was given by another notice on 11-11-1969. They say that it 
is not a practice in the factory to inform workers individually. According to 
the management this Association illegally and unjustifiably struck work froin 
29-10-1969 and they called off the same only on 19-11-1969 and being an illegal 
and unjustifiable strike the workers are not entitled to any wages for the period , 
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4. There is a rejoinder Alled by the Association and there again they repeat 
all their contentions and add something more . They say that the workers on 
strike have not caused any damage to the management and they resorted 
to this method, only to get certain legitimate demands conceded by the 
management. This Association , has never caused any stoppage of work nor 
have they adopted go -slow tactics . They have never obstructed the trans. 
port of finished goods and the workers of this Association have never threat 
ned to cause any injury to the willing workers. The President of the Asso 
ciation went to the factory gate on 5-11-1969 to announce the intention of the assu 
ciation to withdraw the strike. In the absence of proper persons on Ichalf of the 
management to receive the news he left the premises giving instructions to 
the other office bearers of the Association to convey the news to the manage 
ment. Though they conveyed the there was no effect. Though this 
Association had made it clear that they were prepared to call off the strike 
the management was not prepared to co -operate with them 
ment withdrew the lock out notice on 18-11-1969 and the workers resumed 
work on the very next day. Since the workers belonging to this Association 
had not accessibility to the factory they had no information about the atti 
tude of the management. The management had not sent any information 
about their intention of withdrawal of lockout notice . The office bearers of 
the Association were always available at the gate of the factory during the 
period of the strike and if the management so wanted they could have passed 


same 
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on any information to the office bearers. So it is not correct to say that 
the workers were not willing to work on these days. 


5. The union stated that they have no oral evidence and the case was 
posted for evidence of the management and Exts . Mi to M10 were marked 
on behalf of the management by mutual consent. At a later stage the union 
counsel stated that he wants to adduce oral and documentary evidence and 
a petition to that effect was filed and that was allowed . There after Exts . 
Wito W6 were marked on the side of the Association , 

The management 
marked Ext. M11 at a later stage. 


6. Ext. Mi is the strike notice issued by the Association and this is dated 
21-10-1960 . The reply of the management to this letter is marked as Ext. 
M2. This is addressed to this Association and two other unions. This is dated 
28-10-1969. Ext. M3 is a notice given to the workmen on 30-10-1969. Ext. 
M4 is a lay off notice dated 30-10-1969. Ext. M5 is the letter of District Labour 
Omcer addressed to the management and the unions. Ext. M6 is the letter 
given to the workmen by the management lifting the lay off with effect from 
5-11-1969 . Ext. M7 is another notice by the management dated 11-11-1069 . 
Ext. M8 is a printed notice published by the General Secretary of the Assy 
cistion . Ext. 19 is memorandum of seltlement duted 18-11-1969 between the 
management and the unions. Ext. M10 is the Standing order Na 28 of the 
Certified Standing Orders. Est. M11 is an award passed by the Labour Court, 
Quilon . Ext. W1 is a letter written by the. District Labour Officer to the 
management and the Unions. W2, W2a , W3 and W3. are comunications 
from the management. Ext. W4 is a letter from the Labour Commissioner 
to the Secretary of the Association . Ext. W5 is a letter from the management 
to the Association and Ext. W8 is another letter in reply to Ext. WS from 
the Association to the Management. 


It is argued by the union counsel that they issued a strike notice along 
with the demands and the strike commenced from 20-10-1969, and since this 
is a legal strike for å justifiable cause they are entitled for wages for the 
period of strike. In this case the management laid of the workers with 
effect from 30-10-1969 as per Ext. M3. The same was lifted at a subsequent 
stage by Ext. Md. It is seen that by this notice the management also under . 
look to pay the basic wages and D. A. to the workers laid of by them . 


8. The strike commenced on 29-10-1969 and the management Inid off the 
workers on the very next day itself. The question whether the strike was 
legal or justifiable has to be considered first. The first contention of the 
management is that an industrial dispute between the union and the manage. 
Inent was pending at the ume of the strike and so it is on illegal strike. lo 
support of this they refer to Ext. Mil an award passed by the Labour Court, 
Quilon in I. D. Ah 6/67 between this management and the workmen representert 
IN the General Secretary, Premier Tyres Employees Union. 
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9. The strike commenced at 00 hour s ou 29-10-151591. The Gotice issueel 
wag on 29-10-1969. Ext. M10 is Standing Order No. 26 of the Certified Staund . 
ing Orders. Here it is stated that the workmen shall not go on strike with 
out giving 15 day s notice of the strike . Ext. Mi is the strike notice which 
contains the charter of the demands also. The union has not waited till the 
conciliation proceedings were initiated by the Labour authorities to call for 
the strike. It is seen from Ext. M9 settlement dated 18-11-1969 that a number 
of these issues were decided to be , taken up for discussion at a later stage. 
This shows that the issues were not so serious or urgent. If the union had 
waited for some more time there was no likelyhood of any loss caused to them 
by this. On 28th of the same month the management had sent a letter saying 
that they are prepared to discuss all these matters with this Association and 
the other unions to arrive at a settlement of all the outstanding issues . 
There is nothing in this letter to suggest that the management had expressed 
their helplessness or inability to accede to any of the demands raised by the 
union in Ext. Mi. They could have waited as stated in this letter for some 
more time at least to know the result of the conciliation proceedings. After 
the strike commenced the District Labour Officer, Alwaye on 30-19-1069 ini. 
formed this Association and other connected parties that the Labour Com . 
missioner will be holding a joint conference of the parties on 7-11-1989 . This 
shows that within a few days the labour authorities also had taken notice of 
the seriousness of the situation and they had taken steps to avoiti a strike 
possible . In the documents marked there is nothing to suggest that there was 
ed urgency to commence the strike without even giving suflicient notice. In 
biween the management decided to declare á lay off and that wontinued till 
4-11-1969 and on 4-11-1969 they issued a notice saying that they are with . 
drawing the lay off but they laid down certain restrictions on the entry of 
workers belonging to this Association to avoid any confusion . 


> 


10. The management notified the names of workers who are not to be 
allowed to enter the factory . Regarding this the Association wrote a letter 
and that letter is marked as Ext. W3. There it is stated as follows: 

" The situation changed because you laid off all the workmen in the 
factory. Subsequently we got a notice intimating the initiation of 
conciliation proceedings by the Labour Commissioner. We have even 
thought of resuming work in respectful regard to the conciliation 
proceedings by . the Labour Commissioner. But this morning when 
our workers reported at the gate , we found , the notice, attached here . 
with , fixed up at the gate . As explained above this was an illegal 
lock out sprang upon us by surprise" . 


This 


leiter is 

sent 

brytre Association functioning at Kalamaggery to the 
menogement functioning at the same place. There is nothing to suggtut the 
date on which the management received it . The reply is dated 11-11-1989). 
There they say as follows : 


- 
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" Any person who was willing to work was always free to go inside 
and this notice is being put up since the Premier Tyres Employees 
Association has contended that the management has locked out some 
of their members. The notice is , therefore, being exhibited to clarify 

the situation in case there is any doubt in anybody s mind." 
The notice dated 4-11-1969 and marked as Ext. M6 does not give room to 
any doubt regarding the eligibility of entrance by the workers whose names 
are mentioned there. It is not stated that such workers who struck work 
from 29-10-1989 are also free to enter the factory provided they are willing 
to work . No opportunity was given to them to explain or even to inform 
their wish to cater the factory : So it was a clear notice exhibitel at the gate 
to inform the workers that the persons mentioned in the list are not entitled 
lo enter the factory. If only the management had informed them that willing 
workers are eligible for entry then a second letter was unnecessary and from 
the admission of the management it is clear that their notice gave room to 
some doubl. There is an averment that the president of the Association 
wanted to announce the withdrawal of the strike immediately after the with . 
drawal of the lay off and when he went to the factory gate he did not find 
any responsible person and so he came away giving some Instructions to the 
others to carry this information to the management. There is no evidence 
in support of this averment. But as continuation of that process they 
without any delay had sent a letter on that day itself, i.e. Ext. W3 com 
municating their intention of resuming work because of the changed circuni 
stances . It bas to be taken note of that Ext. W3 is written after publl 
cation of Ext. M6 notice . It is, therefore, clear from Ext. W3 that they have 
thought of resuming work but abstained because of Ext. Mo., The situation changed 

is explained in Ext. W3. The management ought to have responded 
immediately to Ext. W3 in the peculiar circumstances prevalent therein and 
in the absence of that it can only be taken that the workers abstained from 
work from 3-11-1969 because of Ext. M6 notice which prohibited them from 
entering the factory . But that situation has also changed from 11-11-1969 , after 
receipt of Ext. M7 notice . 


a 


as 


11. The management depends for their contention that the strike continued 
even after Ext. M7 dated 11-11-1969, on the notice published by the union 
This notice is published mainly to delineate the circumstances under which 
the secretary of the Association was forced to go on fast protesting against 
the actvities of the other trade unions. The details are also explained by them . 
This notice is published to justify his fast. The facts stated therein have to 
be taken in this background . There is nothing in this notice to suggest that 
the workers have continued with their strike for the period from 3th to 11th 
of November, 1069 and it was also not in any way meant to convey the etti. 
tude of the union with regard to anything taking place in the factory and 
gelther is it a reply to the management. There is already a letter sent by the 
union, i.c. Ext. W3 stating that they have thought of resuming work but this 


lack out has sprung upon them as a surprise. Til the receipt of Ext. M7 this 
position continued . Ext. M7 is dated 11-11-1969 . This might have been 
received by them either on 11th or on 12th . Ext. M8 is dated 13-11-1069 . 
So there was nothing in the air either on uith or 12th to show that they 
are on strike from 5-11-1969. This will therefore show that the workers 
abstained from work because of Ext. M6 notice after 5-11-1069 and it can 
not be stated that the workers were continuing the strike after 5-11-1960 till 
11-11-1969 for the reasons stated above. 


12 . After receipt of Ext. M7 whether it be on 12th or 13th the Association 
has not thought it fit to direct or persuade the workers to report for duty . 
There is no evidence about the attitude of the Association also after receipt 
of this letter. Generally it can be gathered that the association has not 
asked the workers to report for duty. So it can only be stated that they 
did not take definite steps to persuade the workers to report for work after 
receipt of Ext. M7 and the whole thing to an end only on 18-11-1969. 
At least when the surprise of lock out sprung upon them was over by Ext. 17 
notice they could have reported for work . Since they have not choosen to Jo . 
so they are not entitled to any relief for the period commencing from 12th 
to 18th . As I have already found that the workers abstained from work from 
5-11-1969 to 11-11-1969 because of Ext. M6 notice they are entitled to basic 
wages and D. A. for that period alone. 

I miss this award as stated above and this award shall come into force on 
the expiry of 30 days after it publication in the Government Gazette. 


(Sd .) 


R. K. VENU NAYAR , 


Calicut, 
30-6-1971 . 


Industrial Tribunal, 

Calicut. 


APPENDIX 


Exls. marked on the side of the Union : 
Ext. Wi. 

Letter from the District Labour Oncer, Alwaye to the Premier 

Tyres Ltd .. and the four unions dated 31-10-1969 . 
W ...) Notice published by the personal Manager, Premier Tyres Ltd. 

ated 5-11-1969 . 
W2. Copy of Notice put up at the gate under the signature of Per 

sonal Manager , Premier Tyres dated 4-11-1969. 
W3. (a ) Copy of Notice under the signature of Personal Manager, 

Premier Tyres Ltd., dated 4-11-1969 . 
W3. Copy of letter addressed to the Personal Manager , Prenier Tyres 

Ltd., dateel 5-11-1969 


a . m . 


Est. 11. Letter from the Labour Commissioner to the President, Prenner 

Tyre Employees Association dated 7.11.1909. 
W5. Letter from the Personal Manager, Premier Tyres Ltd., to the 

Premier Tyre Employees Association dated 11-11-1969. 
W6. Letter from the General Secretary , Premier Tyre Employees 

Association to the Personal Manager dated 14-11-1969 . 
Erts. Marked on the side of the Management: 
Ext. M1. Notice of strike dated 21-10-1969 given by the Premier Tyres 

Employees Association. 
M2. Letter dated 28th October 1969 of the Manugement to the Pre 

sident of the ( 1) Premier Tyres Employees Union , (2 ) Premier 
Tyres Employees Association and ( 3) Premier Tyres Staff and 

Workers Association . 
13. Notice given to the workmen at 11 on 30-10-1969 by the 

Management. 
M4. Lay off notice dated 30-10-1969 given to the workmen by the 

Management. 
.MS. Letter No. B. 6076/69 dated 31-10-1969 of the District Labour 

Onicer, Alwaye to the Management and the Unions. 
NO. Notice dated 4-11-1909 of the Management given to the workmen 

lifting the lay-off with effect from 5-11-1969. 
M7. Notice " dated 11-11-1969 of the Management published for the 

information of the workmen at the main gate and on factory 

notice board . 
M8. Printed notice dated 13-11-1969 published by T. K. Bhaskaran 

Nair, General Secretary of the Premier Tyres Employees Asso . 

ciation . 
M9. Meniorandum of settlement dated 18-11-1969 between the Manage. 

ment and the Unions. 
M10 . Standing Order No. 26 of the Certified Standing Orders applicable 

to workmen of the factory. 
M11. Printed copy of award in I. D , 6/67 of the Labour Court , Quilon , 

dated 17-9-1969. 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971 . 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
Weights & MEASURES DEPARTMENT - ADMINISTRATION REPORT 

FOR 1970-71 - REVIEWED 


REVENUE (F ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. Rt. No. 813 /71/RD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 10th August 1971 . 

ORDER 
1. Recorded . 
2. Organisation : 

Shri N. Sreedharan Nair , I. A. S. Secretary, Land Board and Ad 11 
tional Secretary , Board of Revenue (Land Reforms) continued as ex-officio 
Controller of Weighis & Measures till his retirement from service on 
18-9-1970. Smt. J. Lalithambika, I. A. S., Secretary , Land Board and 
Additional Secretary, Board of Revenue took over as Ex-Officio Controller 
of Weights & Measures with effect from 30-9-1970 and is continuing. 
Shri M. K. Ramakrishnan continued as Deputy Controller of Weights & 
Measures till 31-10-1970 . He was succeeded by Shri Rajagopalan who is 
continuing as such from 12-11-1970 F. N. 

3. Enforcement: 

Progress on the adoption of Metric System during the year under review 
was satisfactory. In the public sect.r, the change over to Metric System 
has almost been completed except in some Technical Departments like 
Public Works Department, Public Health Engineering Department, Printing 
and Survey and Land Records Department. During the course of 
inspections and seizure work , the enforcement machinery has detected a 
large number of cases and suitable action taken against the offenders. 
During the year under report the Inspectors have booked a number of cases 
under the Kerala Weights & Mensures (Enforcement) Act, 1964 and 1254 
of such offences were compounded by imposing a total fine of Rs. 27,385 
in all. 

4. Receipt and expenditure: 

Totalreceipt of the Department during the year by way of stamping 
fee, licence fee etc. was Rs. 11,53,186.43 and the total expenditure (inclusive 
of the expenditure incurred in other Departments s.ch as Public Works 
Department and Public Healih Engineering Department) . was 
Rs. 7,03,603.37. 

5. The working of the Department during the year under review was 
satisfactory . 

By order of the Governor, 
A. K. K. NAMBLAR , 

Secrelary, 
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PARTI 

Section i 
GOVERNMENT OI KERALA 

Law Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 9849-B2/71/Law . 

Dated, Tridandrum , 9th August 1971. 
The following Act of Parliament, published in a Gazette of India 
Extraordinary, Part II -Section 1 , dated the 25th June 1971 is hereby 
republished for general information . The Bill as passed by the Houses of 
Parliament received the assent of the President on the 24th June , 1971 . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOPALAKRISHNA WARRIER , 

Law Scorelary. 


THE GOLD (CONTROL ) AMENDMENT ACT, 1971 

(21 of 1971) 

An 

Аст 
further to amend the Gold (Control) Act, 1968 . 
Be it enacted by Parliament in the Twenty -second Year of the Republic 
of India as follows: 

1, Short title and commencement.- ( 1) This Act may be called the Gold 
(Control) Amendment Act, 1971. 

(2 ) It shall be deemed to have come into force on the 20th day of 
May, 1971. 

2. Amendment of section 71.- In section 71 of the Gold ( Control) Act, 
1968 (45 of 1968 ) (hereinafter referred to as the principal Act), 

(i) for sub-section (1) , the following sub -section shall be , and shall 
be deemed always to have been , substituted , namely - 

" (1) Any gold in respect of which any provision of this Act or any 
rule or order made thereunder has been , or is being, or is attempted to be, 
contravened , together with any package, covering or receptacle in which 
such gold is found , shall be liable to confiscation : 

Provided that where it is established to the satisfaction of the officer 
adjudging the confiscation that such gold or other thing belongs to a person 
other than the person who has, by any act or omission , rendered it liable to 
confiscation , and such act or omission was without the knowledge or conni 
vance of the person to whom it belongs, it shall not be ordered to be con 
fiscated but such other action , as is authorised by this Act, may be taken 

G. 1672 
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against the person who bas, by such act or oiission , rendered it liable to 
confiscation ." ; 

(ii) for sub-sections (2 ), (3 ) and (4 ), the following sub -sections shall 
be substituted , namely : 

“ (2) Where any package, covering or receptacle referred to in 
sub -section (1) contains any other goods, such contents shall also be liable 
to confiscation . 

(3 ) Where any gold is liable to confiscation under sub-section (1), 
it shall beso liable notwithstanding any change in its form , and where such 
gold is mixed with other goods in such manner that it cannot be separated 
from those other goods, the whole of such goods, including the gold , shall 
be liable to confiscation . 

(4 ) On and from the commencement of theGold (Control) Amend. 
ment Act, 1971, the proviso to sub - section (1) shall also apply to any gold 
or other thing which is liable to confiscation under sub-section (2 ) or sub.. 
section (3)." 

3. Amendment of section 73. - In section 73 of the principal Act, the 
word " wice" shall be, and shall be deemed always to have been , omitted . 

4. Reopening of past confiscations.- (1) Where any order made, before 
the commencement of this Act, for the confiscation of any gold or other 
thing or giving option to pay fine in lieu therof is such that it could not have 
been made if the principal Act, as amended by this Act, were in force on 
the date on which the said order was made, the officer competent under 
section 78 to adjudge such confiscation shall, on an application made to hin 
by the person aggrieved by such order, set aside the order of confiscation or 
as the case may be, the order giving option to pay fine in lieu of confiscation , 
and also any order imposing penalty in addition to confiscation or giving 
option to pay fine in lieu thereof, and make a fresh adjudication in accord 
ance with the provisions of the principal Act, as amended by this Act. 

(2) The power referred to in sub-section (1) shall be exercised by 
the officer specified therein in relation to the final order of adjudication of 
confiscation or giving option to pay fine in lieu thereof or imposing any 
penalty , whether or not such final order was made in appeal under section 
30 or in revision under section 81 or section 82 . 

(3 ) Every application referred to in sub -section (1) shall be made 
within ninety days from the comrnencement of this Act or within such 
further time, not exceeding ninety days, as the officer specified in that sub 
section may, on sufficient cause being shown , allow . 

( 4) Where , and in so far as, any order for the confiscation ofany gold 
or other thing, or any option given to pay fine in lieu of confiscation , or 
imposing any penalty is modified or reversed , the officer specified in sub 
section (1) shall make an order for such refund or restitution as the circum . 
stances of the case may require 
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Provided that where the restitution of any gold or other thing is not 
practicable, the said authority shall make an order for the payment to the 
person to whom such restitution is to be made, the Diarket value of such 
gold or other thing , as on the date on which the fresh adjudication is made. 

(5) Nothing in this section shall apply to any confiscation made, 
option given to pay fine in lieu of confiscation , or penalty imposed under 
Part XII - A of the Defence of India Rules, 1962 . 

5. Validation.Notwithstanding any judgment, decree or order of any 
court, any confiscation made, penalty irnposed or fine levied under the Gold 
(Control) Act, 1968 (45 of 1968), before the commencementof this Act shall, 
in so far as it is not inconsistent with the provisions of this Act, be deemed 
to have been made, imposed or levied in accordance with the provisions of 
the Gold (Control) Act, 1968 , as amended by this Act. 

6. Repeal and savings.- (1) Thc Gold ( Control) Amendinent Ordin 
ance , 1971 (8 of 1971 ) is hereby repealed. 

(2 ) Notwithstanding such repeal, anything done, any action taken 
or any order made under the said Ordinance shall be deemed to have been 
done, taken or made under the corresponding provisions of the Gold ( Con 
(101) Act, 1968 ( 45 of 1963), as amended by this Act . 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1991 
PART I 

Section i 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Law Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 9844 -B2/71/Law . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th August 1971. 
The following Act of Parliament, published in a Gazette of India 
Extraordinary, Part II - Section 1. d ted the 25th June 1971, s he eby 
republishe for general information . The Bill as passed by the Houses of 
Parliament received the assent of the President on the 24th June, 1971. 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOPALAKRISHNA WARRIBB, 

Law Secrutary . 


THE SALARIES AVD ALLOWANCES OF OFFICERS OF 
PARLIAMENT (AMENDMENT) ACT, 1971 

( 22 OF 1971) 


AN 


ACT 
further to amend the Salaries and Allowances of Officers of Parliament 

Act, 1953 
Be it enacted by Parliament in the Twenty-second Year of the Republic 
of India as follows: 

1. Short title. - This Act may be called the Saliries and Allowances 
of Officers of Parliament (Amendment) Act, 1971. 

2. Substitution of new section for section 3. - For section 3 of the Salaries 
and Allowances of Officers of Parliament Act, 1953 ( 20 of 1953) (hereinafter 
referred to as the principal Act), the following section shall be substituted , 
namely — 

53. Salaries of Officers of Parliament.-- There shall be paid to each 
officer of Parliament a salary of two thousand , two hundred and fifty rupees 
per mensem . " 

3. Amendment of section 3. - In section 5 of the principalAct, the words 
" and to the Deputy Chairman and the Deputy Speaker a suinptuary 
allowance of two hundred and fifty rupees per mensem ” shall be added at 
the end . 
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PARTI 

கேரள அரசு 


Sectiou iii 


சட்டத் துறை 


விளம்பரம் 


எண் . 285 - எச் 4 /71/ சட்டம் : 

1971 மே 22 
திருவனந்தபுரம் , 

1893 ஜெயிஷ்டா 1 
கேரள மாநிலசட்டப் பேரவையின் பின்வரும் சட்டம் பொதுத் தகவலுக் 
கென இதனால் பிரசுரம் செய்யப்படுகிறது . சட்டசபையால் நிறைவேற்றப்பட்ட 
மசோதாவுக்கு 1971 மே 21- ம் நாளன்று மாநிலத்தலைவரது ஒப்புதல் கிடைக் 
கப்பெற்றது . 

மா நிலத்தலைவரின் ஆணைப்படி , 
பி . கோபால கிருஷ்ண வாரியர் , 

சட்டச்செயலாளர் . 


The Madras General Sales Tax (Revival and Special 

Provisions) Act , 1971 

1971 - ன் 14 -வது சட்டம் 
1971- ன் சென்னை பொதுவிற்பனைவரி ( புதுப்பித்தல் மற்றும் தனி 

ஏற்பாடுகள் ) சட்டம் . 
1939 - ன் சென்னை பொது விற்பனைவரிச் சட்டத்தை ( 1939 - ன் IX-வது 
சென்னைச் சட்டம் ) புதுப்பிக்கவும் , 1956 - ன் மாநில சீரமைப்புச் சட்டத்தின் 
பிரிவு 5 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 2)-ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட மலபார் மாவட்டத் தில் , 1951 
ஏப்ரல் முதல் தேதி முதல் தொடங்கி 1957 செப்டம்பர் 30- ம் தேதி முடிவடை 
யும் காலகட்டத்தில் , விற்பனை செய்யப்படும் தேயிலை மற்றும் ரப்பர் மீது வரி 
விதிக்கும் பொருட்டுச் சில தனி ஏற்பாடுகள் உண்டுபண்ணவும் செய்வதற்கான 


ஒரு சட்டம் . 


பீடிகை. - 1956 - ன் மாநில சீரமைப்புச் சட்டத்தின் (1956 - ன் 37- வது 
மத்தியச் சட்டம் ) 5 -வது பிரிவின் ( 2 )-வது பிரிவில் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட மலபார் 
மாவட்டத்தில் அமலிலுள்ளதான 1939- ன் சென்னை பொது விற்பனை வரிச் 
சட்டம் (1939- ன் IX-வது சென்னைச் சட்டம்) , 1967- ன் திருவிதாங்கூர் - கொச்சி 
பொது விற்பனைவரி ( திருத்த) சட்டத்தின் ( 1957 - ன் 12 ) பிரிவு 15 - ன் மூலம் 
ரத்துச் செய்யப்பட்டுள்ளமையாலும் ; 

1963- ன் 1074 முதல் 1088 வரையுள்ள சிவில் மேல்முறையீடுகளின் மீது 
சுப்ரீம் கோர்ட்டினது தீர்ப்பின் காரணமாக , 1951 ஏப்ரல் 

முதல் தேதி 
தொடங்கி 1957 செப்டம்பர் 30- ம் தேதி முடிவுறும் காலகட்டத்தில் தேயிலை 
மற்றும் ரப்பர் விற்பனை சம்பந்தமாக அந்த சட்டத்தின் கீழ் வரிவிதிப்பு , 
மதிப்பீடு , மறு மதிப்பீடு மற்றும் வசூல் (மேல்முறையீடுகள், ரெவ்யுக்கள் மற்றும் 
G , 1420 
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ரிவிஷன்கள் உட்பட ) நோக்கங்களுக்காக மேற்குறிப்பிட்ட சென்னைச் சட்டத் 
தைப் புதுப்பிக்கவும் , அத்தகைய வரிவிதிப்பு , மதிப்பீடு) , மறு மதிப்பீடு மற்றும் 
வசூல் சம்பந்தமாகச் சில தனி ஏற்பாடுகள் செய்யவும் வேண்டிய அவசியம் 
ஏற்பட்டுள்ளமையாலும் ; 
இந்தியக்குடியரசின் இருபத்திரண்டாவது வருடத்தில் 

கீழ்க்காணுமாறு 
இது சட்டமாக்கப்படட்டும். 

1. சுருக்கத் தலைப்பு வியாபகம் மற்றும் ஆரம்பம் .- ( 1 ) இச்சட்டம் , 
1971- ன் சென்னை பொது விற்பனை வரி (புதுப்பித்தல் மற்றும் தனி ஏற்பாடுகள்) 
சட்டம் என்று அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 
( 2 ) 1956- ன் மாநில சீரமைப்புச் சட்டத்தின் 

( 1956 - ன் 37-வது மத் 
தியச் சட்டம் ) பிரிவு 5 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு (2 )-ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட மலபார் 
மாவட்டம் முழுமையும் இது வியாபிக்கிறது . 

( 3 ) 3 -வது பிரிவு 1957 அக்டோபர் முதல் தேதியன்று அமலுக்கு வந்த 
தாகக் கருதப்படவேண்டும் என்பதுடன் , இச்சட்டத்தின் எஞ்சிய ஏற்பாடுகள் 
1951 ஏப்ரல் முதல் தேதி அமலுக்கு வந்ததாகவும் கருதப்படவேண்டும் . .....! 

2. உரைவிளக்கம் .-- இச்சட்டத்தில் பயன் படுத்தப்பட்டுள்ளதும் ஆனால் 
பொருள்வரையறுக்கப்படாததும் ; 1939- ன் சென்னை பொது விற்பனைவரிச் 
சட்டத்தில் (1939 - ன் IX-வது சென்னைச் சட்டம்) பொருள் வரையறுக்கப்பட் 
டதுமான எல்லாச் சொற்றோடர்களுக்கும் அந்தச் சட்டத்தில் முறையே அவற் 
றிற்கு ஒப்படைக்கப்பட்டப் பொருள்களே இருக்கும் . 

1939 ன் IX-வது சென்னைச் சட்டத்தையும் சில காரியங்களுக்காக 
அதன்கீழ் இயற்றப்பட்ட விதிகளையும் புதுப்பித்தல்.-- (இதன் பின்னர் சென்னைச் 
சட்டம் என்று குறிப்பிடப்படும் ) 1939- ன் சென்னை பொது விற்பனைவரிச் 
சட்டமும் (1939 - ன் IX-வது சென்னைச் சட்டம்) , அதன்கீழ் இயற்றப்பட்ட விதி 
களும் இதன்மூலம் புதுப்பிக்கப்படுவதுடன், 1951 ஏப்ரல் முதல் தேதி தொடங்கி 
1957 செப்டம்பர் 30-தேதி முடிவுறும் காலகட்டத்தில் விற்பனை செய்யப்பட்ட 
தேயிலை மற்றும் ரப்பர் மீது (மேல்முறையீடுகள், ரவ்யூக்கள் மற்றும் ரிவிஷன்கள் 
உட்படவுள்ள) வரி விதிப்பு , மதிப்பீடு , மறு மதிப்பீடு மற்றும் வசூலித்தலுக்கு 
அவசியமானதோ துணையானதோவான காரியங்களுக்காக இதன் பிற்பாடு அடங் 
கப்பெற்றுள்ள தனி ஏற்பாடுகளின் அளவுக்கும் அவற்றிற்குட்பட்டும் அமலில் 
இருத்தல் வேண்டும் என்பதுடன் எப்போதும் அமலிலுள்ளதாக கருதப்படவும் 
வேண்டும் . 

4. தேயிலை மற்றும் ரப்பர் விற்பனையின் மீதான வரி சம்பந்தமான தனி 
ஏற்பாடுகள் .- (1 ) சென்னைச் சட்டத்திலோ அதன்கீழ் இயற்றப்பட்ட விதி 
களிலோ அடங்கியுள்ள எதுவும் எவ்வாறிருப்பினும் , 1951 ஏப்ரல் முதல் தேதி , 
தொடங்கி 1957 செப்டம்பர் 30- ம்தேதி முடிவுறும் காலகட்டத்தில் , செய்யப் 
பட்ட தேயிலை மற்றும் ரப்பர் விற்பனையின் மீதுள்ள வரி சம்பந்தமாகக் கீழ்க்கா 
ஏதும் ஏற்பாடுகள் பொருந்தும் . 

( 2 ) சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் கீழான வரி, சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் 3 -வது 
பிரிவின் ( 3 )-வது துணைப்பிரிவின் வரி விதிப்பிலிருந்து விதி விலக்களிக்கப்படாத 
ஒவ்வொரு வியாபாரியிடமிருந்தும் , ஒவ்வொரு விற்பனை முனையிலும் , 1951 
ஏப்ரல் முதல்தேதி தொடங்கி 1957 செப்டம்பர் 31 - ம் தேதி முடிவுறும் காலகட் 
டத்தில் தேயிலை மற்றும் ரப்பர் விற்பனை செய்யப்பட்ட தொகையின் 1 * 5635 
சதவித ( ஒன்றும் பதினாறில் ஒன்பது சதவீதம் ) நிரக்கிலும் , 

அதன் 

பின்னர் 
இரண்டு சதவீத நிரக்கிலும் விதிக்கப்படவேண்டும். 
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* எனினும், சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் கீழும் அதன்கீழ் இயற்றப்பட்ட விதிகளின் 
கீழும் உள்ள ஏதேனும் வரி மதிப்பீடு அனுசரித்து ஏற்கனவே ஏதேனும் வரி 
செலுத்தப்பட்டிருக்கும் இடத்து , அவ்வாறு செலுத்தப்பட்ட வரி பிரிவு 5 - ல் 
வகை செய்யப்பட்டவாறு இச்சட்டத்தின்கீழ் செலுத்தப்படவேண்டிய வரியில் 
சரிக்கட்டப்படவேண்டும் . 

விளக்கம் .-- ஐயங்களை அகற்றும் பொருட்டு , 1956- ன் சென்னை பொது 
விற்பனை வரி ( மூன்றாவது திருத்த) சட்டத்தினால் (1956 - ன் XV-வது சென்னைச் 
சட்டம்) திருத்தப்படு முன்பு சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் 5 -வது பிரிவின் (V ) -வது 
உட்பிரிவிலுள்ள யாதொன்றும் இச் சட்டம் பொருந்தும் விற்பனைகள் சம்பந்த 
மாகப் பொருந்தாது அல்லது ஒரு போதும் பொருந்தியதாகக் கருதப்படக் 
கூடாது . | 

( 3 ) சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 3 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 3)-ன் கீழ் வரி விதிப் 
பினின்றும் விதி விலக்களிக்கப்படாத தேயிலை அல்லது ரப்பர் வியாபாரி ஒவ்வொ 
ருவரும் , இச்சட்டம் கெசட்டில் பிரசுரிக்கப்பட்ட தேதியிலிருந்து தொண்ணூறு 
நாள் காலத்திற்குள் , இச்சட்டத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகளின் கீழ் வரி மதிப்பீடுக்கா 
கவோ, மறு மதிப்பீடுக்காகவோ தேயிலை அல்லது ரப்பர் விற்பனையின் .அவரது 
விற்று முதலின் சரியானதும் முழுமையானதுமான விவர அறிக்கையுடன் வரி 
மதிப்பீட்டு அதிகாரிக்கோ , இதன் சார்பாக கெசட்டு விளம்பரம்மூலம் அரசின 
ரால் அதிகாரப்படுத்தப்பட்ட மற்றேதேனும் அலுவலருக்கோ விண்ணப்பிக்க 
வேண்டும் . 

( 4 ) துணைப்பிரிவு (3 ) -ல் வகை செய்யப்பட்டவாறு ஏதேனும் வியாபாரி 
விண்ணப்பிக்கவோ விவர அறிக்கையினைத் தாக்கல் செய்யவோ தவறுவதாயின் , 
வரிமதிப்பீட்டு அதிகாரியோ அத்துணைப் பிரிவின் கீழ் அரசினரால் அதிகாரப் 
படுத்தப்பட்ட அலுவலரோ , 

அல்லது அவரோ அவசியமெனக் கருதும் 
அத்தகைய விசாரணை நடத்திய பின்னரும் வியாபாரிக்கு விசாரிக்கப்படுவதற்கு 
ஒரு தருணம் நல்கியபின்னரும், அதன் அல்லது அவரது சிறப்பான தீர்ப்புக்கு 
ஏற்ப வியாபாரிக்கு வரி விதிக்கவேண்டும் . 

( 5 ) சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் அல்லது அதன்கீழ் இயற்றப்பட்ட விதிகளின் 
கால வரையறை சம்பந்தமாக ஏதேனும் - ஏற்பாடுகள் இருந்தபோதிலும் , 
இச்சட்டம் கெசட்டில் பிரசுரிக்கப்பட்ட தேதியிலிருந்து மூன்று வருடங்களுக்குள் 
இச்சட்டத்தின்படியுள்ள வரி விதிக்கப்படவோ , மதிப்பீடோ, மறு மதிப்பீடோ 
செய்யப்படலாம் என்பதுடன் , சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் கீழும் அதன் கீழ் 
இயற்றப்பட்ட விதிகளின் கீழும் வகை செய்யப்பட்டவாறு வசூலாக்கப்படலாம் . 

5. ஏற்கனவே வசூல் செய்யப்பட்ட வரியினைச் சரிக்கட்டல்.- ( 1 ) சென்னை 
சட்டத்தின்கீழ் அல்லது 1125- ன் பொது விற்பனை வரிச் சட்டத்தின் ( 1125 XI ) 
கீழ் , 1951 ஏப்ரல் முதல் தேதி தொடங்கி 1957 செப்டம்பர் 30-ம்தேதி முடிவு 
றும் காலகட்டத்தில் ஏதேனும் வியாபாரியிடமிருந்து தேயிலை அல்லது ரப்பர் 
விற்பனை மீது வசூலிக்கப்பட்ட வரித் தொகை , இச்சட்டத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகளனு 
சரித்துள்ள வரிமதிப்பீடு அல்லது மறு மதிப்பீட்டின் விளைவாக அத்தகைய விற்ப 
னையின் பேரில் அவரிடமிருந்து கிடைக்கவேண்டிய வரியில் சரிக்கட்டப்பட 
வேண்டும் . 

( 2 ) சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின் கீழோ , 1125- ன் பொது விற்பனை வரிச் 
சட்டத்தின் (1125- ன் XI) கீழோ ஒரு வியாபாரியிடமிருந்து வசூல் செய்யப்பட்ட 
அத்தகைய தொகை, இச்சட்டத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகளின் கீழ் அவரிடமிருந்து கிடைக்க 


வேண்டிய வரித்தொகையிலும் குறைவாயின் , மீதமுள்ள தொகை மாத்திரம் 
அவரிடமிருந்து வசூல் செய்யப்படவேண்டும் என்பதுடன் , அவ்வாறு வசூல் 
செய்யப்பட்ட வரி மிகையாயின் மிகையாயுள்ளது அவருக்கு மீட்டளிக்கப்பட 
வேண்டும் . 

6. தவிர்ப்பு.- இச்சட்டத்தில் அடங்கியுள்ள எதுவும் , இச்சட்டத்தின் 
ஏற்பாடுகளின்படியல்லாது சென்னைச் சட்டத்தின்கீழ் அத்தகைய செயல் அல்லது 
விடுபடல் ஒரு குற்றம் இல்லாதிருக்குமாகையால் , இச்சட்டம் 

கெசட்டில் 
பிரசுரம் செய்யப்பட்ட தேதிக்கு, முன் அவரால் செய்யப்பட்டதோ விட்டுவிடப் 
பட்டதோவான ஏதேனும் சம்பந்தமாகவுள்ள ஒரு குற்றத்திற்கு எந்த நபரும் , 
குற்றஞ்சாட்டப்படலாகாது . 
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சட்டத்துறை 


விளம்பரம் 


எண் . 3492 - டி 2 / 71/ சட்டம் . 

திருவனந்தபுரம் , 1971 ஏப்ரல் 22 . 
கேரள மாநில சட்டப்பேரவையின் பின்வரும் சட்டம் பொதுத் தகவலுக் 
கென இதன் மூலம் பிரசுரம் செய்யப்படுகிறது . சட்டசபையால் நிறைவேற்றப் 
பட்டவாறான மசோதாவுக்கு 1971 ஏப்ரல் 21- ம் நாளன்று குடியரசுத்தலைவரின் 
ஒப்புதல் கிடைக்கப்பெற்றது . 

மாநிலத்தலைவர் ஆணைப்படி , 

பி . வி . இராமச்சந்திரன் , 
சட்ட இணைச் செயலாளர் . 


The Madras Preservation of Private Forests ( Amendment) Act, 1971 

1971- ன் 9 -வது சட்டம் 


1971- ன் சென்னை தனியார் காடுகள் பாதுகாப்பு (திருத்த) சட்டம் . 

1949- ன் சென்னை தனியார் காடுகள் பாதுகாப்புச் சட்டத்தை மேலும் 
திருத்துவதற்கான ஒரு சட்டம் . 

பீடிகை.- இதன் பின்னர் தரப்பட்டுள்ள நோக்கத்தின் பொருட்டு 1949 - ன் 
சென்னை தனியார் காடுகள் பாதுகாப்புச் சட்டத்தை மேலும் திருத்துவது உசித 
மாகையால் , 

இந்தியக் குடியரசின் இருபத்திரண்டாவது வருடத்தில் இது கீழ்க்காணுமாறு 
சட்டமாக்கப்படட்டும். 

1. சுருக்கத்தலைப்பு.- இச்சட்டம் , 1971 - ன் சென்னை தனியார் காடுகள் 
( திருத்த ) சட்டம் என்று அழைக்கப்படலாம்: 

2 , பிரிவு 1 - ன் திருத்தம் . - 1956- ன் மாநில சீரமைப்புச் சட்டத்தின் 
(1956 - ன் 37-வது மத்தியச் சட்டம் ) பிரிவு 5 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 2 ) -ல் குறிப்பிடப் 
பட்ட மலபார் மாவட்டத்தில் நிலவிலுள்ளதான 1949- ன் சென்னை தனியார் 
காடுகள் பாதுகாப்புச் சட்டத்தின் (1949- ன் XXVII-வது மத்தியச் சட்டம்) 
பிரிவு 1 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 3 )-ல் “ 1970 டிசம்பர் 31 ” எனும் எண்கள் , எழுத் 
துக்கள் மற்றும் சொல்லுக்குப் பதில் " 1971 டிசம்பர் 31 " எனும் எண்கள், 
எழுத்துக்கள் மற்றும் சொல் சேர்க்கப்படவேண்டும் . 

ரத்தும் தவிர்ப்பும்.- ( 1 ) 1970- ன் சென்னை தனியார் காடுகள் பாது 
காப்பு (இரண்டாவது ) அவசரச் சட்டம் (1970- ன் 22) இதனால் ரத்து செய்யப் 
படுகிறது . 


3 . 
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( 3 ) அவ்வாறு ரத்து செய்யப்பட்ட போதிலும் , மேற்குறிப்பிட்ட அவசரச் 
சட்டத்தினால் திருத்தப்பட்டவாறான சென்னை தனியார் காடுகள் பாதுகாப்புச் 
சட்டத்தின் ( 1949 - ன் XXVII-வது சென்னைச் சட்டம்) கீழ் செய்யப்பட்ட 
எதுவும் அல்லது மேற்கொள்ளப்பட்ட எந்த நடவடிக்கையும் , இச்சட்டம் 
1970 டிசம்பர் 23- ம் நாள் அமலில் வந்ததாகக்கொண்டு , இச்சட்டத்தினால் 
திருத்தப்பட்டவாறான மேற்குறிப்பிட்ட சட்டத்தின்கீழ் செய்யப்பட்டதாகவோ 
மேற் கொள்ளப்பட்டதாகவோ கருதப்படவேண்டும் . 
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எண் : 2367.எச் 4/ 71/ சட்டம் . 

1971 மார்ச் 9 
திருவனந்தபுரம் 

1892 பல்குனா 18 
கேரள மாநிலத் தலைவரால் , 1971 மார்ச் 9 - ம் தேதி அவசர விளம்பர 
அறிவிக்கை செய்யப்பட்ட பின்வரும் அவசரச் சட்டம் பொதுத்தகவலுக்கென 
இதனால் பிரசுரம் செய்யப்படுகிறது . 

மாநிலத்தலைவரின் ஆணைப்படி , 
பி : கோபால கிருஷ்ண வாரியர் , 
சட்டச்செயலாளர் , 


The Public Wakfs ( Extension of Limitation ) Kerala 

Amentiment Ordinance , 1971 . 


1971 - ன் 10-வது அவசரச் சட்டம் 


1971- ன் கேரள பொது வக்பு ( கால வரம்பு நீடித்தல்) திருத்த 

அவசரச் சட்டம் 


இந்தியக்குடியரசின் இருபத்தி இரண்டாம் வருடம் கேரள மாநிலத் தலைவ 
ரால் அவசர விளம்பர அறிவிக்கை செய்யப்பட்டது . 

1959- ம் பொதுவக்பு (காலவரம்பு நீட்டுதல்) சட்டம் கேரள மாநிலத்திற் 
குப் பொருந்தும் வகையில் , அதனை மேலும் திருத்துவதற்கான ஒரு அவசரச் 
சட்டம். 

பீடிகை . - கேரள மாநிலச் சட்டசபைக்கூட்டத்தொடரிலில்லாததாலும் 
உடனடி நடவடிக்கை எடுக்கத் தேவையான சூழ்நிலை ஏற்பட்டுள்ளது என்று 
கேரள மாநிலத் தலைவர் திருப்தி யுறுவதாலும் , 

இந்திய அரசியலமைப்பின் 213-வது விதியின் உட்பிரிவு ( 1)-ன் காப்பு 
வாசகம் அனுசரித்து குடியரசுத் தலைவரிடமிருந்து அறிவுரைகள் பெற்றுக் 
கொள்ள முடியாமையாலும் , 

இப்போது, ஆகவே இந்திய அரசியலமைப்பின் 213 -வது விதியின் உட்பிரிவு 
( 1 )-னால் வழங்கப்பட்டுள்ள அதிகாரங்களைப் பயன்படுத்தி கேரள மாநிலத் 
தலைவர் பின்வரும் அவசரச் சட்டத் தினை அவசர விளம்பர அறிவிக்கை செய்ய 
இசைந்துள்ளார். 
G , 1024. 
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சுருக்கத்தலைப்பு , வியாபகம் மற்றும் ஆரம்பம்.- ( 1 ) 

இவ் அவசரச் 
சட்டம் 1971 - ன் கேரள பொதுவக்பு (காலவரம்பு நீடித்தல் ) திருத்த அவசரச் 
சட்டமென அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 

( 2 ) இது கேரள மாநிலம் முழுமைக்கும் வியாபகமாகும் . 

( 3 ) இது 1971 ஜூனுவரி 1- ம் நாள் அமலுக்கு வந்ததாகக் கருதப்பட 
வேண்டும் . 

பிரிவு 3 - ன் திருத்தம் . - 1959- ன் பொது வக்பு ( கால வரம்பு நீடித்தல்) 
சட்டத்தின் ( 1959 - ன் 29 -வது மத்தியச் சட்டம்) பிரிவு 3 - ல் , 1970 டிசம்பர் 
31 - ம் நாள் ” எனும் சொற்கள், எண்கள் மற்றும் எழுத்துக்களுக்குப் பதில் , 
“ 1971 டிசம்பர் 31- ம் நாள் " எனும் சொற்கள் எண்கள் . மற்றும் எழுத்துக்கள் 
இடப்படவேண்டும் . 

வி . விஸ்வநாதன் , 
மாநிலத் தலைவர் . 
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G. O. (MS) No. 45 /71/ TD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 31st July 1971. 
8. R. O. No. 302/ 71.- In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 69 of the Kerala Stamp Act, 1959 (17 of 1959), the Government of 
Kera la hereby make the following amendments to the Kerala S amp Rules 
1960 issued under Government notification No. Gl- 13823 /59-2 /RD. dated 
10th August, 1960 and published at pages 1 to 6 of the Kerala Gazette No. 
33 dated the 16th August, 1960, as subsequently amended namely: 


AMENDMENTS 


In the said rules, 
(1) for rule 8 , the following rule shall be substituted ,namely : 

“ 8. The duty on any instrument which is chargeable with a duty 
of twenty baise under the Act, or of fifty paise under Articles 17 and 40 (b ) 
or forty paise under Article 34 or seventy-five paise under A ti le 40,(a ) of ihe 
schedule to the Act may be denoted by coloured impressions marked on 
skeleton form of such instrument by the Superintendent of stamps” ; 

(2 ) in rule. 10 , in clause (a ), the words " other than instruments on 
which the duty is less than twenty nayepaise" shall be deleted ; 

(3 ) in rule 13, 

(i) in clause (a ) for the figures " 22" the figures " 23 " shall be 
substituted ; 

( ii) in clause (b ), for the figures " 39" the figures " 40" shall be 
substituted: 

( iii ) in clause (c), for the figures " 33" and " 43" the figures " 34" 
and " 44" shall respectively , be substituted . 

(4 ) In rule 14, for the words " naye paise" in both the places where 
they occur the word " paise" shall be substituted . 

G. 1652 
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(5) in rule 15, for the words " naye paise " wherever they occur, 
the words " paise " shall be substituted ; 

(6) in rule 16, in clause ( ) , for the figures " 39 " the figures 640" 
shall be substituted ; 

(7) in Appendix I, in the last column bearing the healing " N .. of 
articles in the schedule" , 

(i) for the figures and letter " 56A ” the figures and letter " 57A ” 
sball re substituted ; 

( ii ) for the figures 35" . " 37" , "-40 " , " 51" and " 57" , the figures, 
" 36 " , " 38" , " 41" , " 52" a id " 58" shali , respectively, be substituted . 

(iii ) for the figures and letter " 56B" , the figures and letter 557B" 
shall be substituted ; 

( iv ) for the figures, brackets and letter " 39(b )” , the figures , 
brackets and letter " 40 (b )” shall be substitu {cd ; 

(8 ) In Appendix II, 
(a ) in the last column 
(i) for the figures 21, the figures and word " 21 and 22 ” shall be 

substituted ; 
(ii) for the figures " 29" , " 28" , " 30 " . " 41" , " 32" , " 34" , " 36 " , 

" 43" , " 46 " , " 47" and " 50" , the figures 30" , " 29" , " 31"? 
( 4 ") " 33" 35" 37" , " 44" , " 47" , " 48" and " .l” sball, 

respectively, be substitute . 
(iii) for the figures and letters 642A " and " 42B ” , the figures and 

letters " 43A and 46B" shal, respectively , be substituted ; 
(5 ) for item 22, the following items shall be substituted , namely : 

22. Transfer of the description 

mentioned it Article 55 ( :) 
(d ) and (e ) of the Schiedle 55 (c ) (d ) and (e) " . 

Explanatory Note 
( This note does no : foran part of the am ndment but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

TheKerala Stamp Rules 1960 were issued with effect from 1-9-1960 . 
Various changes have since orcurreri due to the subs it ti n of the rew Sche 
dule to the Principal Act by the Kerala Samp (Amendment) Act, 1969 
( Act 29 of 1969). Corresponding changes have to be made in the Kerala 
Stamp Rules, 1960 also . The amendment is intended for the above 
purpose. 
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എസ്. ആർ. ഒ . നമ്പർ. 302 /71.- 1959- ലെ കേരള മുദപ്പിത ആക്ററ " 
(1959 - ലെ 17) 69-ാം വകുപ്പുമൂലംനൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്. 
കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ് 1960 ആഗസ്ററ് 10 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ജി . 1-13823-59-2 
ആർ. സി . എന്ന നമ്പർ ഗവൺമെൻറ് പരസ്യപ്രകാരം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചതും, 
1960 ആഗസ്ററ് 16-ാം തീയതിയിലെ 33 -ാം നമ്പർ കേരള ഗസററിൽ 1 മുതൽ 
6 വരെയുളള പേജുകളിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയതും, പിന്നീട് ഭേദഗതി ചെയ 
ത്ര പ്രകാരമുളള തുമായ 1960- ലെ കേരള മുപ്പതച്ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ - താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന 
ഭേദഗതികൾ ഇതിനാൽ വരുത്തുന്നു , അതായത്: 


ഗതികൾ 


മേൽപറഞ്ഞ ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ 

(1) 8-09 ചട്ടത്തിനു പകരം താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ചട്ടം ചേർക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു , 
അതായത്: 
* 8 . 

ആക്റ്( പകാരം ഇരുപതുപൈസയോഅഥവാ ആക്ററിലെ പട്ടിക 
യിലെ 17- 10 ( ബി ) -ം വകുപ്പുകൾ പ്രകാരം അമ്പത് പൈസയോ അഥവ 
34 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം നാൽപ്പത് പൈസയോഅഥവാ 40 ( എ ) എന്ന വകുപ്പു 
പകാരം എഴുപത്തഞ്ച് പൈസയോമുദവില ചുമ ത്തണ്ടഏതെങ്കിലും കരണ 
ത്തിൻമേലുളള മുദവല, സ്ററാമ്പ് സൂപണ്ട്ഒന്നു പകാരമുളള കരണത്തിൻറ 
ആകതിസൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്ന ഫോറത്തിൽ നിറമുളള അടയാളം പതിച്ച് കാ ണിക്കാ 
വുന്നതാകുന്നു 

10 -ാം ചട്ടം ( എ ) എന്ന ഖണ്ഡത്തിൽ " ഇരുപതം നയാപൈസയിൽ 
കുറവായിമുദവിലചുമത്താവുന്ന കരണങ്ങളൊഴികെ എന്നത് വിട്ടുകളയണം; 

(3 ) 13 -ാം ചട്ടത്തിൽ, - 

(i) ( എ ) എന്നഖൺധത്തിൽ “22 ” എന്നതിനു പകരം "23 എന്നത് 
ചേർക്ക ണം ; 

(i) ( ബി ) എന്ന ഖൺഡത്തിൽ " 39 ” എന്നതിനു പകരം “40 ” എന്ന ത 
ർക്കണം; 

(ii) ( സി ) എന്ന ഖൺഡത്തിൽ ( 33 :"43 എന്നിവയ്ക്ക് പകരം 
യഥാക്രമം 34 :44 എന്നിവ ചേർക്കണം. 

( 4) 14-ാം ചട്ടത്തിൽ " നയാപൈസയുടെയും " എന്ന് കാണുന്ന രണ്ട 
സ്ഥലത്തുംഅവയ്ക്കു പകരം " പൈസ മു ടെയും എന്ന്ചേർക്കണം. 

S 
( 5 ) 15 -ാം ചട്ടത്തിൽ നയാപൈസ എന്ന് എവിടെയെല്ലാം കാണു 
ന്നുവോഅവിടെയെല്ലാം * പൈസ എന്ന് ചേർക്കണം. 

( 6) 16-ാംചട്ടം, ( ബി ) എന്ന ഖൺഡത്തിൽ ""39 എന്നതിനു പകരം "40 " 
എന്നത് ചേർക്കണം. 

( 7) 1 -ാം അനുബന്ധത്തിൽ പട്ടികയിൽ വകുപ്പുകളുടെ എണ്ണം 
എന്ന ശീർഷകമുളള അവസാനത്തെ കളളിയിൽ - 

(i) "56 എ എന്നതിനു പകരം ഭ57 എ ” എന്നത് ചേർക്കണം. 


(ii) , *35* 6.37 " "409 ( 51 * *57 എന്നിവയ്ക്ക് പകരം യഥാക്രമം 
*36 * **38 * 141 152 158 , എന്നിവ ചേർക്കണം. 

(ii) 56 ബി ” എന്നതിനു പകരം • 57 ബി ” എന്നതു ചേർക്കണം. 

(iv) 639 ( ബി ) എന്നതിനു പകരം "40 ( ബി ) " , എന്നതു ചേർ 
കണം. 

( 8) II_ം അനുബന്ധത്തിൽ - 
( എ ) അവസാനത്തെ കളളിയിൽ 
G) ( 2i ” എന്നതിനു പകരം "21-• 22 -ം എന്നത് ചേർക്കണം. 

(i) *29 ", "28 ", "30 ", "41 ", " 32 ", "34 ", " 36 ", "43 ", "46 , 
(47 ", "50 എന്നിവയ്ക്ക് പകരം യഥാക്രമം 90 , (29 , ( 31: , ( 4) 
33 <35 , 39, 44 ", "47 ", "48 ", " 51 എന്നിവ ചേർക്കണം. 

(ii) . “42 എ , "42 ബി എന്നിവയ ° ക്കു പകരം യഥാക്രമം 
"43 എ , ഭ 43 ബി എന്നിവ ചേർക്കണം. 

( ബി ) 22 -ാം ഇനത്തിനു പകരം താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ഇനങ്ങൾ ചേർക്കണം, 
അതായത് - 
22. പട്ടികയിലെ 55 ( സി ) , ( ഡി ) , 

55 ( സി ) ( ഡി ) ( ഇ) 
( ഇ ) എന്ന വകുപ്പിൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന 

എന്നിവ 
കൈമാററാധാരം , 
വിശദീ കരണക്കുറിപ്പ്- ( ഇത് ഭേദഗതിയുടെ ഭാഗമല്ല , എന്നാൽ പൊതു 
ഉദ ° ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചു കൊണ്ടുളളതാണ്.) 

1960- ലെ കേരള മദപ്പതചട്ടങ്ങൾ 1-9-1960 മുതൽ പ്രാബല്യത്തോടു കൂടി 
യായിരുന്നു പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചത്. 1969- ലെ കേരളമുപ്പത ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക്ററ് 
(1969- ലെ 29-ാം ആക°°) മൂലം പധാന ആക° ററിൽപുതിയ പട്ടിക പേർ ഞ 
തുകൊണ്ട്, അതിനുശേഷം പല മാറ്റങ്ങളും സംഭവിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 1960 - ലെ 
കേരള മുപ്പതച്ചട്ടങ്ങളിലും തത്തുല്യമായ മാറ്റങ്ങൾ വരുത്തേണ്ടതുണ്ട്. ഇ 
ഗതി മേൽപ്പറത്തെ ആവശ്യം നിറവേറ്റാൻ ഉദ ° ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്. 


II 
No, 38951A3 /10 / TD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 31st July 1971. 
8. R. O.No. 303/71. - In exercise of the powers conferred sections 
10, 18, 37, 49 and 25 of the Indian Stamp Act, 1899 (II of 1899) , the 
Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the Indian 
Stamp (Kerala ) Rules, 1960 issued under Government notification No. G1 
13823/59-3 /RD dated the 10th August 1960 and published in the Kerala 
Gazette No. 33 dated the 16th August 1960, as subsequently amended , 
namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, in rule 2 in clause (iv) for the words, figures and 
letters " of 20 np, under Articles 17 , 33 and 39(b ) of the schedule to the Act 
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of twentyfive naye paise uncter Article 39 ( a) of the schedule to the Act the 
following shall be substituted , namely : 

" of fifty paise under Articles 17 and 40 (b ) or forty paise under 
Article 34 or seventy five paise under Article 40 (a ) of the schedule to the 
Act ." 

Explanatory Note : 
( This note does not form part of the amendment but is intended to 
indicate its general purport). 

The Kerala Stamp Rules 1960 were issued with effect from 1-9-1960 . 
Various changes have since occurred due to the substitution of the new 
schedule to the Principal Act by the Kerala Stamp (Amen ment) Act, 1969 
(Act 29 of 1969). Corresponding changes have to be made in the Kerala 
Stamp Rules, 1960 also . The amendinent is intended for the above purpose. 

എസ്. ആർ. ഒ. നമ്പർ. 363/ 71. - 1899 - ലെ ഇൻ ഡ്യൻമുപ്പത് ആക കുററ് 
(1899- ലെ 11) 10 , 18, 37 , 49 , 75 എന്നീ വകുപ്പുകൾമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാ 
രങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള ഗവൺമെൻ , 1960 ആഗസ്റ്റ് 10 -ാം തീയതി 
യിലെ ജി , 1-1382359-31 ആർ. ഡി . എന്ന നമ്പർ ഗവൺമെൻറ് പരസ്യ 
( പ്രകാരം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചതും, 1960 ആഗസ്റ | 16 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 33 -ാം 
നമ്പർ കേരള ഗസററിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയതും പിന്നീടം ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്ത 

പ്രകാരമുളളതുമായ 1960- ലെ ഇൻഡ്യൻമുപ്പത ( കേരള ) ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ താഴെപ്പറ 
യുന്ന ഭേദഗതി ഇതിനാൽ വരുത്തുന്നു , അതായത്: 

ലേദഗതി 
മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ 2 -ാം ചട്ടം (iv) -ാം ഖൺഡത്തിൽ -ആക്ററിന്റെ 
പട്ടിക 17. 33 , 39 ( ബി ) എന്നീ വകുപ്പുകൾ പ്രകാരം 20 ന , പ , യുടെയു 
ആക്റ്ററിന്റെ പട്ടിക 39 ( എ ) എന്ന വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 25 ന . പ . യുടെയും 
എന്നതിനു പകരം താഴെപ്പറയുന്നത് ചേർക്കണം, അതായത്: 

“ആക്ററിന്റെ പട്ടികയുടെ17- 40 ( ബി ) -ം വകുപ്പുകൾ പ്രകാരം അമ്പ ത് 
പൈസയുടെയോ അഥവാ 34 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം നാപ്പത് പൈസയുടെയോ 
അഥവാ 40 ( എ ) എന്ന വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം എഴുപത്തഞ്ച് പൈസയുടെയോ. 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് (ഇത് ഭേദഗതിയുടെ ഭാഗമല്ല , എന്നാൽ പൊതു 
ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന് 4 ഉദ ° ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാണ്.) 1960- ലെ 
കേരളമുപ്പത് ചട്ടങ്ങൾ 1-9-1960 മുതൽ ( പാ വല്യത്തോടുകൂടിയായിരുന്നു 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചത്. 1969- ലെ കേരള മുദപ്പിത ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക്റ്(1969 - ലെ 
29 -ാം ആക്ററ്) മൂലം പ്രധാന ആക്ററിൽ പുതിയ പട്ടിക ചേർത്തതുകൊണ്ട 
അതിനു ശേഷം പല മാററങ്ങളും സംഭവിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 1960 - ലെ കേരളമുപ്പത 
ചട്ടങ്ങളിലും തത്തുല്യമായ മാററങ്ങൾ വരുത്തണ്ടതുണ്ട്. ഈ ഭേദഗതി മേൽ 
പറഞ്ഞ ആവശ്യം നിറവേറ്റാനുള്ള ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്. 

By order of the Governor, 
v . VENKITANARAYANAN , 

Secretary : 


Kiesala Gaxette No. 38 datod 24th August 1971. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
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Taxes ( B ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.OMS . No. 50 /71/TD . 

Daled , Trivandru , 6th August 1971 . 
S. R. O. No. 304/71.--- In exercise of the power conferred by sub -sec 
tion (5 ) of section 8 of the Central Sales-tax Act, 1956 (Central Act 74 of 
1956 ) , the Government of Kerala being satisfied that it is necessary 30 to do 
in the public interest, hereby direct that in respect of the goods specified in 
the schedule below , the tax payable under sub -section (2) of the said section 
by any dealer having his place of business in the State of Kerala , on the sales 
effccted by him during the years 1957-58, 1958-59, 1959-60 and 1960-61 of 
the said goods from such place of business to any dealer having his place of 
business in the island of Minicoy, in the course of Inter/State trade or 
commerce, shall be calculated at the rate of 2 % on the turnover of the said 
ablak 


Spus. 


1. Dball 
2. Groundnu! 
3. Turmeric 
4. Tamarind 
5. Jccra seeds 
6. Garlic 
7. Chillids 
8. Coriander 
9. Tea-dust 


10. Coffee powder 
11. Pappadam 
12. Matches 
13. Dalda 
14. Coconut oil 
15. Onion 
16. Sweet Potatoes 
17. Potatoes 
18. Stationery goods 


Explanatory Note 
( This does nos form part if the notification but is intended to indicate 
che general purport.) 

By notification No. G. O. MS. 115 /RD. dated 24-2-1966 (S.R.O. 
No. 112/66 ) Government ordered that the tax payable under sub-section (2 ) 
of section 8 of the Central Salestax Act by the dealers mentioned therein in 
respect of sales effected by them during the years from 1957-58 to 1960-61 in 
The course of interstate trade or commerce to the dealers in the islands of 
Laca dive and Minicoy , should be calculated at the rate of 2 % on the turn 
over of such sales . This notification was issued in order to avoid paymeni 
of Central Salestax at the higher rate of 7 % as the dealers of the above 

G. 1695 
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Islands were not in a position then to issue the C forms under the Central 
Salest ax Act. Sri. Velikalagath Moosakutty, Merchant, Cannanore repre 
scuted that the rate of Central Salestax levied on his Inter state sales to the 
dealers of Minicoy Islands during the periods 1957-58 1958-59, 1959-60 and 
1960-61 may be reduced from 7 % to 2 % as his case is identical to that of the 
dealers mentione in the above notification . Governmet consider that the 
benefit of the lower rate of Central Sales- tax should be allowed to the peti 
tioner and others similarly played . 

This notification is intended 10 achieve t e above object. 

എസ ,ആർ. ഒ.നമ്പർ304/ 71. - 1956- ലെ കേന്ദ്രവിൽപ്പന നികുതിക്കുക എന 
(1956 - ലെ 74-ാം കേന °( 8 ആക്റ്) 8-ാംവകുപ്പ് (5 )ം ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലം നൽക 

പ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, പൊതുതാൽപ്പര്യാർത്ഥം അപകാരം 
ചെയ്യേണ്ടത് ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറിന് ബോധ്യമായതിനാൽ 
താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പ്രത്യേകം പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള ചരക്കുകൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച് കേരള 
സം സ്ഥാനത്തിനകത്ത് വ്യാപാരസ്ഥലമുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും വ്യാപാരി 1957-58. 
1958-59, 1959-60 , 1960-61 എന്നീ വർഷങ്ങളിൽഅപ്രകാരമുള്ള വ്യാപാരസ്ഥ 
ലത്തുനിന്ന് സംസ്ഥാനാന്തര വ്യാപാരത്തിനോ, വാണിജ്യത്തിനോ ഇടയിൽ 
മിനിക്കോയി ദ്വീപിൽ വ്യാപാരസ്ഥലമുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും വ്യാപാരിക്ക് പ്രസ 
തുത ചരക്കുകൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച് അയാൾ നടത്തിയ വിൽപ്പനയിൻമേൽ പ്രസ 
തുത വകുപ്പ്( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കൊടുക്കേണ്ട നികുതി പ്രസ്തുത 
വ്യാപാരം സംബന്ധിച്ച മൊത്തവിൽപ്പനസംഖ്യയിൻമേൽ രണ്ടു ശതമാനം നിറ 
കിൽ കണക്കാക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് ഇതിനാൽ നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 
1. തുവരപ്പരിപ്പ് 

10. കാപ്പിപ്പൊടി, 
) . നിലക്കടല 
3. (2) Co 

12. തീപ്പെട്ടി 
4 , പുളി 

13 . ഡാൽഡാ 
5. ജീരകം 

14. വെളിച്ചണ്ണ 
വെളുത്തുളളി 

15. ഉളി 
7. മുളക 

16. മധുരക്കിഴങ്ങ് 
. മല്ലി 

17 . ഉരുളക്കിഴങ്ങ് 
9 . തേയിലപ്പൊടി 

18, ലേഖനസാമഗ്രികളായ ചരക്കുകൾ 
വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് --ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊത 

ഉദ ° 08 ശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുള° ദേശിച്ചുള്ളതാണ്) 
1957-58 മുതൽ 1960-61 വരെയുള്ള വർഷങ്ങളിൽ സംസഥാനാർവ്യാപാ 
റത്തിനോ, വാണിജ്യത്തിനോ ഇടയിൽ ലക്ഷദ്വീപിലും മിനികോയി ദ്വീപിലു 
മുളള വ്യാപാരികൾക്ക് നടത്തിയ വിൽപ്പനസംബന്ധിച്ച്." കേന്ദ്രവിൽപ്പന 
നിക തി ആക്ററ് 8 -ാം വകുപ്പ്(2) ടം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം അതിൽ പറഞ്ഞി 
ട്ടുള്ള വ്യാപാരികൾ കൊടുക്കേണ്ട നികുതി ആ പകാരമുള്ള വ്യാപാരം സംബ 
ന്ധിച്ച മൊത്തവിൽപ്പന സംഖ്യയിൻമേൽ രണ്ടുശതമാനം നിരക്കിൽ കണക്കാക്കേ 
ണ്ടതാണന്ന് 24-2-1966 - ലെ ജി ." ഒ. എം . എസ്. 115 ]ആർ. ഡി . എസ്. ആർ. 
. നമ്പർ 112166) എന്ന നമ്പർ പരസ്യ പ്രകാരം ഗവൺമെൻറ് ഉത്തരവു പുറപ്പെ 
ടുവിച്ചു . മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ ദ്വീപുകളിലെ വ്യാപാരികൾക്ക്: കേന്ദ്രവിൽപ്പന 


1] . പപ്പടം 


6 . 
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നികുതി ആകണം ( പകാരം സി ഫോറം നൽകാൻ അന്ന് കഴിവില്ലായിരുന്നു 
അതിനാൽ ഏഴുശതമാനം നിരക്കിലുളള ഭാരിച്ച വിൽപ്പനനികുതി നൽകുന്നതു 
ഒഴിവാക്കുന്നതിനു വേണ്ടിയാണ് ഈ പരസ്യം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചത്. കണ്ണൂരിലെ 
ഒരു വ്യാപാരിയായ ശ്രീ . വേലികലഗത്ത്മൂസക്കുട്ടി മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ പരസ്യത്തിൽ 
പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ള വ്യാപാരികളുടെ കാര്യത്തിലെന്നപോലെ 1957-58, 1958-59 . 
1959-60 , 1960-5് എന്നീ വർഷങ്ങളിൽ മിനിക്കോയി ദ്വീപിലെ വ്യാപാരികൾക 
താൻ നടത്തിയ സംസ്ഥാനാന്തരവിൽപ്പനയിൻമേൽ ചുമത്തിയ കേൻ വിൽപ്പന 
നികുതിയുടെ നിരക്ക് ഏഴുശതമാനത്തിൽനിന്നും രണ്ടു ശതമാനമായി കുറയ് 
കണമെന്ന് നിവനം നടത്തി. കേൻ വിൽപ്പനനികുതിയുടെ കുറഞ്ഞ നിര 
ക്കിലുളള ആനുകൂല്യം ഹർജിക്കാരനും അതുപോലെ മററുളളവർക്കും അനുവദി 
ക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് ഗവൺമെൻറ് കരുതുന്നു . 
ഈ പരസ്യം » പ്പറത്തെ ആവശ്യം സാധിക്കുന്നതിനും ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുള്ളതാണ്. 

By order of the Governor. 
V. VENKIT ANARAYANAN , 

Secretary. 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Section is 


Local Administration (Municipal -Special) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (MS) No. 106 /71/LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st July 1971. 
S.R.O. No. 305/71. - Under sub section (5 ) of section 12 of the Town 
Planning Act, 1108 (IV of 1108 ), the Goveroment of Kerala hereby notify 
that under sub -section ( 3 ) of the said section the Government have 
sanctioned the detailed Town Planning Scheme for Kaloor area . The 
Government order sanctioning the scheme is hereby published as required 
under sub -section (5 ) of section 12 of the said Act. The scheme will be 
open to the inspection of the public at the Office of the Cochin Town 
Planning Trust during office hours for a period of one month from the date 
of publication of the notification in the Gazette . 

By order of the Governor, 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Secretary . 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 


DETAILED TOWN PLANNING SCHEME FOR KALOOR 

SANCTION ACCORDED 


AREA 


LOCAL ADMINISTRATION (MUNICIPAL - SPECIAL) 

DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (MS) No. 106 /71/ LAD . 

Daled, Trivandrum , 21st July 1971. 


Read :-1. Letter No. TPT. A1-6 /69 dated 11-11-1970 from the 

Executive Trustee, Cochin Town Planning Trust. 
2. Letter No. K. Dis. 48865 /70 /LRH dated 31-5-1971 from the 

Secretary, Board of Revenue. 
3. Letter No. C2-5548 /70 dated 26-6-1971 from the Chief 

Town Planner, Trivandruma . 


ORDER 
The Executive Trustee , Cochin Town Planning Trust has forwarded 
along with his letter read as first paper above a detailed lown Planning 
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Scheme for the Kaloor area as laid down under sub -section (2 ) of section 12 
of the Town Planning Act. 1108 (IV of (1108 ) and Rule 44 of the Town 
Planning Rules, 1113 issued under the said Act for Government sanction . 
It is also reported that all the objections and suggestions to the scheme rece 
ived have been considered by a sub -committee . The Secretary, Board of 
Revenue in the letter read as second paper has recommen led the scheme. 
The Chief Town Planner in the letter read as third paper has recommended 
the scheme, including one suggestion , that the area originally proposed 
for light industries should be rezoned for " Service Industries” . 

After considering all the aspects of the question , Government hereby 
sanction the Detailed Town Planning Scheme for Kaloor area under sub 
section (3) of section 12 of the Town Planning Act, 1108 ( IV of 1108 ) as shown 
in the statement attached accepting the suggestion of the Chief Town 
Planner and order that the area originally proposed for light industries 
should be rezoned for “ Service Industries" . 

By order of the Governor , 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Secretary. 


STATEMENT 


Suirvey Nos. 

Land proposed to be acquired 
Purpose of Name affected 
which to Fof 

Name of owner or 
be acquired Village Sy . Sub Description occupier 

No. Dn . of land 


(1 ) 


(2 ) 


( 3) 


( 5) 


(6 ) 


Canal 


Ernakulam 338 


- 


Dry 1 ചരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെകുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താ 
Wet 

ടി 


Do. 


Do. 


338 


2 


Do. 


do . 


339 


Do. 


Elamkulam 290 


2 


do , കല്ലൂരവീട്ടിൽ എട്ടടിപ്പറമ്പിൽ 

ചിക്കു ശൗര്യാർ 
Dry എടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സു വഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താ 
Wet 

ദി 


മം . 


do . 


230 


3 


Do. 


do . 


230 


4 


നം . 


do . 


230 


5 


ാം . 


do. 


23 


Do 


do . 


237 


do, തട്ടാം വീട്ടിൽ : അബൂബക്കർ 

കാതിർ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താ 
(lo . "ചയണിക്കാടത്ത് തൊമ്മൻ 

ജോസഫ് 
Dry ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ ക 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താ 
Wet 


Do 


do . 


237 


2 


ാം . 


Ernakulain 342 


ടി 


Do. 


do . 


do . 


2 


lo . 


ി 


D , 


| do. 


343 


do . 


ടി 


Do. 


do . 


103 


Dry 


ടി 


വാം . 


do . 


do. 


പുറംപോക്ക 


Do. 


do. 


104 


ാം 


do . 


ജ 


107 


നം , 


Elamkulam 93 


2 


Wet എറണാകുളം തിരുമല 

ദേവസ്വം 
do. അലക്കുംപറമ്പിൽസുൽത്താൻ 

പിളള ബാവ 
Dry എടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സു ബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 
do, ചേരാനല്ലൂർ മൂപ്പിലെ നില് 

കൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 


Do. 


do . 


95 


| 


Boundaries of lands 


Extent to be 

taken 


Remark , 


East 


South 


West 


North 


Acre 


Ceats 


(7 ) 


( 8 ) 


( 9 ) 


(10 ) 


(11) 


( 12 ) 


(13) 


338/3 


338/2 


338/1 


338/1 


0 


02.4 


338/2 


0 


13.8 


338/3 
33912 
230/2 


338/2 
338/2 


0 


13.9 


339/1 
342/1 
230/3 
230/4 


0 


02.7 


339/1 
338/3 
338/3 
338/3 


23017 
230/2 


0 


05.6 


230/2 
230/4 


2305 


230/3 


01.9 


230/5 


231 


238/3 


230/4 


0 


03.0 


231 


23711 


339/2 


2305 


0 


07.8 


23711 


237/2 


342/3 


231 


0 


16.5 


237/2 


238 


343/2 


23711 


0 


11.2 


342/3 


342/2 


342/1 


339/1 


0 


11.7 


342/3 


343/1 


34212 


342/1 


0 


02.2 


343/2 


344 


343/1 


34212 


0 


07.7 


105 


102/2 


103/1 


103/2 


10.8 


105 


10414 


0 


26.3 


104/2 
107/1 


105 


104/2 


0 


03.0 


107/1 
106/1 
95/1 
95/2* 


93/2 


105 


93/4 


0 


15.8 


957) 


105 


93/2 


0 


57.0 


b 


(1 ) 


(3 ) 


(2 ) 
Ernakulam 


Cana) 


95 


2 


(5 ) 

( 6) 
do. പിടിയ്ക്കൽ മക്കാരുകുട്ടി 

അബ്ദുൾ റഹിമാൻ 
do. 

ടി 


Do. 


du.. 


95 


6 


ാം . 


do . 


95 


ാം . 


do, 


93 


നം . . 


Ernakulam 104 


ാം . 


7 do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കമ്മ്യൂ 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താ 
lo, പാലിയത്ത് രമാൻ കാമി 

എന്ന സ്ഥാനപ്പേരുളള 

രാമൻ വലിയച്ചൻ 
do. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
2 wet & Dry എറണാകുളം തിരുമല 

വസ്വം 
3 Dry എടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബ്രഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
2 ിറ , കുറുമൂരഇല്ലത്ത്നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
3 do. 

ടി 


do, 


104. 


Road A.A : Elamkulam 85 


Do. 


do . 


. 81 


L o . 


do , 


87 


ത്തും . 


do . 


87 


5 


do. കാട്ടേഴത്ത് വേലായുധൻ 


Do. 


du. 


87 


h 


ാം . കുറുമൂരുഇല്ലത്ത നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട 
do. 

ടി 


Do. 


do . 


88 


Do. 


do, 


88 


2 


do . 


ാം . 


do . 


38 


5 


നം , 


do, 


t 


dം , ശങ്കരശ്ശേരി പറമ്പിൽ യോ 

ഗ്യൻ ഷണായ നാരായണ 

ഷണായ 
do: ഇടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുൽബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
do. മാവുങ്കൽതിയോ റോസ 


- 


- D ) , 


Ernakulam 125 


2 


ത്തും . 


do 


125 


3 


ം . 


llo .. 


125 


- 


do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do, 

നയിനോടത്തിൽ മമ്മു 

മുഹമ്മദ 
do , പരമാര ദേവസ്വം 


]ം . 


de). 


1790 


Road A.A. Ernakulam 340 


2 


Dry ആലികപറമ്പിൽ സുൽത്താൻ 

പിളള ബാവ 
do . 

ടി 


Do. 


tion . 


340 


3 


Tം . 


341 ) 


6 


do . 


( 7 ) 


( 9 ) 


( 11) 


( 12) 


(13 ) 


( 8 ) 

95/6 


( 10 ) 
951 


952 


105 


0 


( 2.8 


95/6 


9517 


105 


95/2 


0 


14.8 


337 


95/7 


105 


9577 


0 


04.6 


93/ 


93/2 


105 


74 


0 


15.5 


105 


104/2 


1041 


1031 


09.0 


0 


105 


107/2 


104/2 


141 


11.2 


96 


88 


87/3 


0 


06.8 


85/3 
37/2 


8777 


46 


87/5 


0 


01.2 


06 


3513 


877 


* 873 


0 


IL.1 


6 


87/2 


881 


875 


0 


03.2 


1 


87 / S 


6 


85/5 


37/3 


03.3 


87/5 


88/2 


0 


6 


881 


08.4 


0 


88/1 


6 


8/5 


882 


01.2 


4 


382 


96 


385 


07.7 


87 / 


94/2 


891 


0 


96 


38/5 


6.8 


1 


125/3 


1790 


126 


125/2 


02.4 


125 ] 


125 ) 


( ) 


1790 


125/2 


3.3 


{ 


125/1 


1790 


125/3 


125/1 


24.2 


125/1 


0 


340/3 


99.0 


0 


338/5 


13.4 


340/2 


340/3 


3401 


1 


1790 


358/5 


340/2 


340/1 


5 . 


0 


01.0 


3407 


340/6 


340/2 


3403 


2 ) ( 3 ) 
Road A.A. Ernakulam 340 
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( 5 ) 

( 6) 
Dry ആലികപറമ്പിൽ സുൽത്താൻ 

പിളള ബാവ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . പരമാർദേവസ്വം 


ാം . 


do . 


341 


ാം . 


do 


337 


Do. 


do . 


338 


1 


do. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെകുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ടി 


ാം . 


do . 


338 


2 


Road F.F. Elamkulam 87 


D. 


do . 


87 


Dry land പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇറാമൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 
do . കുറുമൂരജലത്ത് നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
do . 

ടി 


2 


Do. 


do . 


87 


3 


ാം . 


do . 


87 


4 


do . തച്ചിലക്കാട് കൊച്ചായൻ 

നാരായണൻ 
do . കാട്ടേഴത്ത് വേലു രാമൻ 


ം . 


do . 


87 
ക 


5 


ാം . 


do . 


87 


6 


do . 


Do. 


do . 


88 


do . 


പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇററാമൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 
കുറ്റമൂരജല്ലത്ത നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട 
ശങ്കരശലശേരി പറമ്പിൽ യ 
ഗ്യൻ ഷേണായ് നാരായണ 
ഷേണായ 

ടി 


Dം . 


do . 


88 


4 


do . 


-- * 


Do. 


do . 


88 


5 


do . 


Do. 


do . 


89 


2 


Do. 


do . 


94 


3 


do . പാവക്കുളത്ത്: ഇററാമൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർ മൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . കുറുമൂരില്ലത്ത് നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
do . കുമൂർഇല്ലത്ത് നാരായണൻ 

നീലകൺഠൻ ന മ്പൂ തി രി 


. FI , Fl . 


Elainkulam 88 


Do. 


do 


00 


പ്പാട 


Do. 


do 


90 


2 


do . 


ടി 


ാം . 


do . 


91 


do ." പേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇ ററാ മൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 


.. F2- F2 Elamkulam 


87 


9 


( 9 ) 


( 10) 


(11) 


( 12 ) 


( 13) 


0 


340/3 


03.0 


340/6 


( 7) (8 ) 
338/2 340/7 
340/2 

341/1 
96 338/5 338/4 


341/4 


0 


02.7 


1790 


106/1 


0 


35.0 


01.2 


338/2 


338/2 


338/1 
338/1 


14.8 


338/2 


338/4 

0 
338/4 338/50 

87/1 0 


340/2 


87/3 


87/3 


2.4 


87/1 
8717 


0 


1.1 


8717 


87/5 


87/4 
87 / 1.3 


0 


87/4 


87/1 


5.7 


8712,3 


87/4 


5.0 


9 


8713 


8712 


87/ 2,7 : 


87/6 


3.7 


0 


8712 


96 


88/1 


Touches 


88/1 


0 


14.9 


88/4 


. 88 /1.2.5 88/5 


0 


88/1 


1.9 


88/5 


88/5 


89/4 


0.8 


88/1 


88/5 


88/4 


89/2 . 


0 


20.0 


88/4 


89/2 


89/2 


94/2 


94/3 


94/3 


0 


94/7 


12.0 


94/2 


0 


7.0 


88/1 


88/1 


88/1 


92/2 
91/1 


0 


90/1 


90/1 


6.0 


90/2 


0 


90/4 


2.0 


88 /1.90 /1 


88/1 


90/1 


11.5 


Nil 


91/1 


90/1 


91/1 


0 


6.9 


91/4 


87/1 


876 


88 /1.88 /3 


c 1566 


10 


(1) 


( 2 ) 

(3 ) 
Elamkulam 87 


Road 
F2 - F2 

മം . 


do . 


87 


1 , 1 . E . 


do . 


03 


( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 
4 Dry lai! l തച്ചിലക്കാട്ട് കൊച്ചാപ്പൻ 

നാരായണൻ 
6 llo . പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇററാമൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 
do . 

പാലിയത്ത് രാമൻ കോയി 
എന്നു . സ്ഥാനപ്പേരുളള 

രാമൻ വലിയച്ചൻ 
2 do . ഇടപ്പള്ളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സും ബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
3 do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
3 do . 

ടി 


Do, 


do . 


93 


ാം . 


do . 


93 


ാം . 


do . 


9 ... 


നം . 


do . 


94. 


7 


clo . 


ടി 


.. E2. E2 


do . 


226 


D . 


do . 


മം , 


do . 


3 Diy കരിപ്പാടത്ത്തു ണ്ടി യി ൽ 

ഇററാമൻ മകൾ 
5 do . 1 ഇടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 
9 do . തെക്കേ ചെറുവീട്ടിൽ 

കാർത്യായനിയമ്മ മക്കൾ 

ഭാസ്ക്കരമേനോൻ etc. 
11 Dry & Wet 

ടി 


ാം . 


do . 


,, 13,23 


do . 


87 


Do. 


do . 


87 


3 


നം , 


do . 


| 85 


3 


E4, E4. Ernakulam 340 


2 


Dity പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇററാമൻ 

ചീ രാമൻ 
lo . കുറുമൂരുഇല്ലത്ത്നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട 
do , ഇടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
Dity ആലുങ്കൽ പറമ്പിൽ സുൽ 

ത്താൻപിളള ബാവ 

അബ്ദുൾ റഹിമാൻ 
llo. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
do . 

ടി 


Do. 


da 


341 


(Iം . 


341 
3 11 


341 


നം . 
ാം . 
Du. 
ാം . 
1 ) , 
D. 
]ം . 
നം . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
lo . 
do . 
do. 
do . 


ടി 
ടി 


2 
3 
ാ 
10 
1 
2 


341, 
342 
312 


do . 
do . 

do . 
Wct & Dir 

do . 
Dry 
do . 


ടി 


900000 


ടി 


343 


1 


346 


6 


ടി 
ടി 


ാം . 


du, 


8 


" lo. 


ടി 


11 


(12) 


( 11) 


( 7 ) 


(13) 


( 9 ) 
876 


( 10 ) 
87/6 


0 


11 


87/4 


87/4 


874 


87/6 


0 


874 


87/1 


3.2 


92/ 2,9171 


105 


0 


03/2 


74 


1.4 . 


94/133 


105 


0 


94/ 5,94/ 1 


931 


8.3 


93/2 


94/3 


93/1 


0 


4.5 


S4/ 5 
19415,7 


93/143 


94/2 


0 


941 


2.6 


0 


4/2 


(15 


94/5 


943 


0.9 


225/ 1.4 


226/8 


226/3 


(226/15 


0 


01.0 


0 


225/ 1.4 


219 


226/5 


00.5 


226/9 
226/11 


0 


2254 


226/5 


226/7 


02.6 


0 


22613:11 


225/4 


02.10 


86 


0 


12.3 


85/3 


226 / 7.19.20 226/11 

87/3 81/1 : 
196 87/3 
96 

87/3 


87/1 


0 


03.2 


85/3 
8513 


87/3 


0 


01.1 


340/1 


340/2 


1790 


0 


340/2 


13.3 


0 


340/4 


3419 


341/1 


340/1 


02.5 


342/23 
341/2 
34110 
34172 
3412 
34272 . 
346/6.8 
343/1 


3431 
341/2 
3419 
341/10 
3422 
34371 


3412 341/10 
341/2 3412 
341/1 

3411 
341/9 34114 
342/2 342/1 

34172 3421 
341 12.34618 34272 
3466 343/ 1-4 

346.18 
348/8 

343/1 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


16.4 
01.2 
01-3 
01-3 
09 
028 
20.6 
067 


3431 


0 


006 


343/1 


346/6 


12 


( 4) 


( 3) 
113 


2 


(1 ) ( 2) 
Road B - B Erna 

kulam 
Do. 

do . 
Do. 

do . 
D , 

do . 


113 
113 
123 


8 
9 
2 


Do. 


dlo . 


123 


3 


3 


Do. 
Do. 


lo . 
do . 


109 
124 


do . 


Do. 

do , 
Road C - C Elain . 

kulam 

do . 


125 
228 


2 


ാം . 


234 


2 


Do. 


Do. 


do . 
do . 
do. 


235 
235 
235 


2 


do . 


D ) . 


-1 


d : . 


do . 


235 


7 


AAAA=AAAAAAAAA8 88888888888888888888====== 


(5) 

( 6) 
Dry lanet ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
do. 

ടി 
do . 

ടി 
do . ആലുങ്കൽ പറവിൽ 

സുൽ 
ത്താൻപിളള ബാവ 
do . രാനല്ലൂർ കുഞ്ചു നീലക 

ണാൻ കർത്താവ് 
do. 

ടി 
: ന യ ി ന ത്തി ൽ മഹമ്മദ 

മുഹമ്മദ് 
do . 

ടി 
do. ഇടപ്പളളി സു 2 ദ വ ൻ 

സുബഹ്മ ണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
(lo , 

ശങ്കരൾ ശേരി പ പ സ ൽ 
യോഗിയ ഷേ ണായ നാരായ 

ണ ati ണായ 
do . 

ടി 

ടി 
do . 

ചേരാനപൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലക 71 0 1 കർത്താവ് 
do. ഇടപ്പളളി വ ) സു 2 ദ വ ൻ 

സു ബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 
du , 

ടി 
do . 

തപ്പൂണിത്തുറ .ദവ വം 
do . 

, രാനല്ലൂർ മൂപ്പിലെ നീല 

കണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do , 

ടി 
do . 

ടി 
ടി 

ടി 
do . 

ഇടപ്പളളി വ 0 + 2 ദ വ ൻ 

സുബ്രഹ്മ ണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 
do . കുറിമൂരു നീലകണ്ഠൻ നാരാ 

യണൻ ഭട്ടത രിപ്പാട് 
do . കാലുപറമ്പിൽ പാറുക്കുട്ടി 

അമ്മിണ അമ്മ മുതൽപേർ 
do . 

ട 
do . 

കുറുമൂര ന ി ല ക ണ്ഠൻ 

നാറായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
do. 

ടി 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 
നീല കണ്ഠൻ ce: ർത്താവ 


Do. 
Do. 


8 


do . 
do. 
10 , 


235 
236 
- 92 


Road D - D 


2 


-- 


Do. 
നം , 
Do. 

ാം . 
Road 
DI-DI 

Do. 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


94 
9 ... 
94 
9 t 
223 


) 
el 


7 


do . 
do . 


do . 


223 


6 


Dം . 


do. 


8 


D ) . 
G2- G2 


do 
do . 


223 


q 
6 


2 


Do. 
G -G 


do . 
do, 


1 1. 


91 


C )-G ) 


do , 


01 


13 


( 11) 


( 13 ) 


( 7 ) 
113/2 


( 8 ) 
113/8 - 


( 9 ) 
113/2 


( 10 ) , 
2053 


(12) 
40.0 


0 


113/8 
1111 
109/3 


11379 
114 
124 


113/1 
11319 


113/2 
113/8 


0 
0 
0 


04-5 
08.3 
01-2 


| 123/3 


123/ 2.3 


124 


123/3 


114 


0 


65.8 


109/3 
124 


124 
1790 


123/2 
125 


109/3 
124 


0 
0 


01-9 
24.8 


228/2 


234/2 


0 


07.7 


233/1 228/1 , 241/1 
235/2 

228/2 


234/2 


235/1 


0 


30.0 


235/2 
235/2 
235/4 


235/ 1.2 
23577 
235/ 7.9 


235/9 
235/9 
235/9 


234/2 
235/119 
235/ 2.9 


0 
0 
0 


07.8 
26.8 
14-0 


235/7 


235/819 


235/9 


235 /4.9 


0 


11-0 


235/8 
235/9 
92/4 


241 
241 
94/1 


235/9 
231 
92/2 


235/7.9 
232 
75 


0 
0 
0 


05.0 
06-6 
35-8 


94/1 
94/3 
947 
9413 
102 


943 
94/7 
96 
947 
2234 


94/1 
9413 
94/7 
9413 
22315 


92/2 
94/1 
9413 
94/1 
223/11 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


13.9 
20.2 
02.0 
233 
10 ) 


103 


225/8 


223/14 


223/14 


0 


8-1 


103 


228/9 


223/8 


223/8 


0 


2.0 


103 
223/6 


222 
223/8 


22319 
2236 


223/8 
223/14 


0 
0 


09 
3-6 


103.102 
91/1 


223/16 
911 


223/14 
92/4 


223/11 
91 / 


0 
0 


18.0 
12 


91/2 


91/1 


004 


911 


0 


02 


14 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 5) 


(6 ) 


Gl - GI 


91 


Elamkulam 

do . 
do. 


2 
3 


Do. 


Do. 


4 


Do. 


Do. 
G3.G 


do . 
do . 
do. 


5 
6 
8 


223 


G4- G4 


do. 


341 


du . 


ാം . 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


do . 

do . 
Ernakulam 


2 

8 
10 
12 


Dry land തപ്പൂണിത്തുറ ദേവസ്വം 
do . 

ടി 
do. ക, മുരു ന 1 ല ക ണ്ഠൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
do . 

ടി 
do . തപ്പൂണിത്തുറ ദേവസ്വം 
do . കാലുപറമ്പിൽ പാറുക്കുട്ടി 

അമ്മ അമ്മിണിഅമ്മ മുതൽ 

പർ 
ചേരാനല്ലൂർ 

കുഞ്ചു നില 
കണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ടി 

ടി 
ചേരാനല്ലൂർ കുഞ്ചു നീല 

കണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ടി 
ടി 

ടി 
do. 

ടി 
do . 

ടി 
do . 

ടി 
do. 

ടി 
Dryland കുറുമൂരു ഇല്ലത്തു നാരായ 

ണൻ നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരി 


do . 
do . 
Dry 


t 


341 


do . 
do . 


G5 - G5 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Road 


do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 

do . 
Elamkulam 


8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

9 
10 
3 


346 
346 
88 


* 


F2 F2 


AAAAAAA8=1 


പ്പാടം 


Do. 


do . 


91 


4 


. do. 


5 


Do. 
F3- F3 


do. 
do . 


91 
223 


do. 
do . 


8 


Do. 


do . 


225 


do . 


F4-14. 


do . 


227 


2 


do . 


കുറുമൂര് നീലകണ്ഠൻ നാരം 
യണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 

ടി 
കാലുപറമ്പിൽ പാറുക്കുട്ടി 
അമ്മിണിയമ്മ മുതൽ പേർ 

മൂര് ന ീ ല ക ണാൻ 
. നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
അറക്കപ്പറമ്പിൽ പത്മനാഭ 
ഷ ണ മ യ ന ര സ 1 6 ഹ 
ഷണായ 
ശങ്കർശ ( ശേരിൽ നാരാ . ഞണ 
ഷേണായ് യ ഗ്യഷേണായ് 
അറക്കപ്പറമ്പിൽ പത്മനാള 
ഷ ണ ാ യ ന ര സ ി ഹ 
ഷണായ 
ഇടപ്പളളി വ ) സു : ദ വ ൻ 
സുബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 


F5 - F5 


do. 


227 


do . 


Do. 


do. 


2 


do . 


Do. 


do . 


228 


2 


clo , 


15 


( 7 ) 


( 8 ) 


( 9 ) 


( 10) 


( 11 ) 


(12 ) 


( 13 ) 


91/3 
91/4 


90/2 
91/6 


91/1 
91/1 


9113 
90/6 


0 
0 


03-8 
2.8 


91/4 
86,87 / 1 

91 /4.5 
222, 
22319,10 


88/13 
31/4 
88/1 
222 


4.2 
0-1 


915 
9116 
91/3 
225/1 


2016 
76 
76 
223/6 


0 
0 
0 
0 


0.2 


11-8 


341/8 


341/6 


1350 


341/1 


0 


06.2 


341/2 
341/12 
341/2 
1341/10 


341/2 
341/8 
341/10 
341/12 


341/10 
341/1 
341/12 
341/8 


340/3 
341/1 
341/10 
3419 


0 
0 

0 
0 


03-8 
04.2 

0.3 
0.6 


341/5 
341/12 


3419. 


341/12 
341/10 
3412 
34679 
346/6 
34616 
346/8 
87/1 


344 
341/11 
344 

346/9 
“ 87/6 


341/6 
346/6 
346/12 
3415 
341/8 
341/11 
34178 
8813 


341/1 
341/10 
3414 
34179 
34119 
340/10 
341/10 
91/4 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


72 
5.5 
3.5 
3.3 
18 
1-4 


0-7 


87/1 


87 / 1 


91/4 


915 


0 


2.2 


86 
2238 


91/5 
2238 


9115 
223/8 


0 
0 


223/6 


120 
14.4 


225/8 


225/8 


225/4 


2251 


0 


27.2 


2272 


217 


227/4 


247/3 


0 


17.2 


2274 


217 


2281 


2274 


0 


44 


227/4 


217 . 


227/1 


2273 


0 


3.8 


217 


234/2 


228/2. 


228/3 


0 


15.3 


16 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


75- F5 


Elamkulam 


234 


2 


2 


Do. 
ാം . 


do. 
do. 


235 
235 


4 
7 


ാം . 


do . 


235 


( 5) 

( 6 ) 
Dry land ശങ്കരശ° ശ ര 1 പ റ സ 1 ൽ 

യാഗ്യഷേണായ നാരായണ 

ഷണായ 
do . 

ടി 
do.. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
do . ഇടപ്പളളി 

വ 0 + : ദ വ ൻ 
സുബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
do . 

ടി 
do . ശങ്കരശ്ശേരി 

പ - 1 തൽ 
യോഗ്യഷണായ നാരായണ 

ഷണായ 
do . 

ഇടപ്പളളി വ ) സു ദ വ ൻ 

സുബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 
do . തപ്പൂണിത്തുറ ദേവസ്വം 


Do. 
t 6 - F6 


do . 
do . 


235 
234 


8 
2 


F7-F7 


do . 


235 


7 


F8- F8 


do, 


236 


Do. 


do . 


237 


do. 


|പ്ര 


Do. 


Do. 


do . 


231 


Do. 


do. 


233 


2 


ാം . 


do . 


230 


2 


- 


Do. 


do . 


230 


4 


Do. 


do. 


230 


5 


do . 


AAAAAAAAAAA&A 


Wet land ചമ്മണിയോടത്ത തൊമ്മൻ 

ജോസഫ് 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
Wet & 

ടി 
dry 
Dry 

ഇടപ്പളളി വ ാ സ മ ദ വ ൻ 

സു ബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
Wet & 

ടി 
dry 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
തട്ടാംവീട്ടിൽ അ ബൂ ബ ത ർ 

കാതിര 
Dry land പാട്ടുപുരയിങ്കൽ ദേവസ്വം 

ഇടപ്പളളി വ ം സ ന ദ വ ൻ 

സുബ്രഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 
do .. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകണ്ഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . തപ്പുണിത്തുറ ദേവസ്വം 

പാലിയത്ത രാമൻകോയി 
എന്ന സ്ഥാനപ്പേരുളള രാമൻ 
വലിയച്ചൻ 

1 
do . 

ഈ 6 പ്പ് ഉള്ള 1 വാസുദേവൻ 

സ് ( ബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ടി 


F9-19 


do . 
do . 


232 
233 


Dം . 


2 


do . 


Do. 


do . 


233 


3 


Dം , 
F10- F 10 


do . 
do . 


236 
93 


do . 


Dം . 


do. 


93 


2 


Do. 


do . 


93 


3 


Do. 


do . 


94 


1 


Do. 


do . 


92 


2 


do .. 


ടി 


17 


( 7 ) 


( 9 ) 


( 10 ) 


11) 


(12) 


(13) 


( 8 ) 
235/2 


217 


23472 


0 


228/2 


150 , 


235/2 


235/2 
235/2 


2354 
235/7 


2342 
235/3 


0 
0 


9-3 
6.0 


2354 


0 


235/7 


62 


235/8 


235/7 


235/9 
2357 
234/2 


235/8 
23472 


242 
23412 


235/8 
234/2 


0 
0 


90 
3 ° C 


0 


235/7 


0 


200 


235/9 


235/7 235/7 . 

235/7 
241 238 236 

23742 
237/2 242 /3.243/2 231 
233 243/1 237/1 


0 


9.6 


236 


0 


51 


236 


231 


237/1 


239/2 


230/5 


0 


15.0 


234/1 


233/2 


230/3 


230/2 


0 


22.0 


231 


233/23 


230/3 


230/2 


0 


31 


*2303 


230/4 


2304 


230/4 


0 


10.0 


1231 


238/3 


230/4 


0 


47 


232 
233/2 


236 
2333 


232 
23312 


2333 
233/2 


0 
0 


65 
30 


23373 


232 


23313 


0 


233/2 


3.9 


241 


236 
94 


+236 
93/3 


232 
92/1 


0 
0 


43 
5 


产 


105 


25 


0 


93/1 
93/1 


932 


0 


4.5 


( 93/2 

95/1 
541.3 9415 
9412 93/ 1.3 
942 9413 


94/3 . 


92/2 


0 


2.3 


93/12 


92/2 


0 


9.3 


G.1566 


18 


( 2) .. 


( 3 ) 


F10 - F10 Ernakulam 104. 


1 


Do. 


2 


( 5 ) 

(6 ) 
Dry ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെകുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
Wet എറണാകുളം തിരുമല 

ദേവസ്വം 
Dry എറണാകുളം തിരുമല 

ദേവസ്വം 
“ do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർ മൂപ്പിലെകുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
" do . 

ടി 


ാം . 


108 


2 


Do. 


110 


Do. 


111 


ം , 


2 


do . 


ടി 


Conmeicial 


ാം . 


109 


Do. 


2 


do . പളളിപ്പറമ്പിൽ കുട്ടിക്കാരൻ 

r വർക്കി മറിയം 
do , ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
do . 

ടി 


ാം . 


3 


Do. 


107 


2 


" Wet , അലംപറമ്പിൽസുൽത്താൻ 
പിളള ബാവ 

ടി 


Do. 


3 


do . 


Do. 


106 


Do. 


2 


Do. 


124 


Wet & dryചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻകർത്താവ് 
Dry എം . കെ . കുഞ്ഞിക്കുട്ടി 

അബൂബക്കർ 
do . നയിനോത്തിൽ മമ്മു മുഹ 

മ്മദ് കോയ 2 
do. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ടി 


Do. 


103 


1 


നം . 


3 


Do. 


4 


do . 


ടി 


നം . 


108 


1 


do . 


e 


Do. 
Do. 


113 
123 


2 


do . 
do . 


ടി 
ടി 


നം . 


2 


Do. 


3 


do , ആലിങ്കൽ പറമ്പിൽ സുൽ 

ത്താൻപിളള ബാവ 
do. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ്, 
do . 

ടി 
Wet t 

ടി 


Do. 
Dം . 


338 


1 


13 


(11 ) 


( 13 ) 


( 10) 
103 || 


(12) 
73.3 


0 


104/1 


2 


07.6 


103/1 


0 


4.0 


1112 


0 


83.0 


( 7 ) ( 8 ) , ( 9 ) 
103/1 104/2 

1031 
104/2 107/2 103/2 
104/2 107/2.3 103/ 1,1091 

1101 
103 / 1.1091 109 /2.3 1231 
111/2 110 

113/9 
103 / 1,108 /1 110 111/1 
108/2 

. 110,109/ 2 
109/1 124 109/3 
109/2 124 123/3 


111/3 


0 


6.0 


111/4 


1 


31.5 


124 


0 


23.0 


104 /1,110 , 
108/1 
110 


0 


87.0 


123/1,2,110 0 


24.1 


107/2 


1061 


107/3 


108/2 , 104/2 1 


8.5 


107/2 


106/2 


124 


108/2 


0 


50.0 


- 337 


106/2 


13.0 


107/2 
107/2 


0 


6.0 


2 


61.5 


109 / 1,2,3 
1031 


0 


96.7 


106/1 137 124 
106 / 2 / 1082.124 124 

107/3 
1031 108 / 1.2 111/2 

1014 
103/24 103/2 112 
105 

103/2 103/3 
108/2 124 109/1 


102 


0 


9.0 


102 


0 


1.0 


103/1 


0 


6.0 


113/2 
1232 ; 


113/ 10,2053 0 
110 

0 


112 113/8 
110.109/ 3 10973 
110,109/ 3 124 


90.4 
9.0 


1233 


110 


0 


6.3 


123/2 


123/2 


123/3 


123/3 


0 


6.7 


3371 


230/23 333/2 
338/3 339 


337 
340/7 


高 3382 


0 
0 


2.1 
78.2 


20 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 5) 


Ernakulam 339 


1 


Do. 


340 


Wet & Dryകല്ലുരുവീട്ടിൽഎട്ടടിപ്പറമ്പിൽ 

ചീക്കു ശൗര്യാരു 
2 1 4 do , ആലുങ്കൽപറമ്പിൽ സുൽ 

ത്താൻപിളള ബാവ അഹമ്മദ 

റഹിമാൻ 
4. do . 

ടി 


Do. 


FireStation 

parketc. 


ാം . 


5 


{ do . 


ടി 


Do. 


6 


do . 


ട 


Do. 


7 


clo . 


ടി 


Do. 


341 


2 


do , ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻകർത്താവ 


Do. 


342 


, 1 


do 


ടീ 


നം , 


* 312 


2 


do . 


ടി 


Do. 


3-13 


1 


do . 


ടി 


ാം . 


340 


2 


Do. 


341 


Dry ആലുങ്കൽ പറമ്പിൽ സുൽ 

ത്താൻപിളള ബാവ അബ 

ദുൾറഹിമാൻ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ടി 


Do. 


Do. 


3 


do . 


ડો 


Maternityandchild. 

welfireCentre 


Do. 


9 


do . 


ടി 


Dം . 


10 - 


do . 


ടി 


Elamkulam 


93 


നം . 


2 


Do. 


3 


Light Industries 


dlo . ! പാലിയത്ത് രാമൻകോയി 

എന്ന സ്ഥാനപ്പേരുളളരാമൻ 

വലിയച്ചൻ 
do . ഇടപ്പള്ളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സു ബഹ്മ ണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do. പീടിയക്കൽ മക്കാരുകുട്ടി 

. അബ്ദുൾ റഹിമാൻ 


Do. 


05 


ാം . 


2 


21 


( 7 ) 


( 8 ) 


( 9 ) 


( 10) 


( 11) 


( 12 ) 


( 13 ) 


34077 


339/2 


338/2 


0 


3.1 


342/1 
340/1 


340/4 


34073 


340/3 


0 


7.2 


340/6 


0 


9.5 


0 


4.5 


340/7 
34073 


0 


4.5 


340/2 


0 


61.0 . 


4 


* 340 / 9 10 340/1 
3412 340/4 
340/4 

340/2 
3405 340/6 
341 /6.3 350 
342/2 341/2 
3431 

341/2 
343/1 


0 


340/5 
339/1 
340/7 
339|| 
( 341/9 
342/3 
342/3 
343/2 
340/2 


21.8 


1 


340/1 
339/1 
342/1 


21.4 


26.0 


1 


1344 


58.9 


342/2 


340/2 


0 


340/1 


340/2 


5.5 


0 


85.8 


0 


12.5 


0 


3.4 


341 / 2.3 341/6.8 341/1 340/2 
341 /2.3 341/2 . 341/10 -341/ 10.2 
341/2 341/2 341/2 341/2 
341/10 341/12 341/1 34179 

341/2 341/10 341/9 341/10 
94/ 1,92 / 2 93 /2,939 107 74.75 


0 


3.7 


0 


2.8 


38.2 


93/3 


22.7 


0 


10.1 


93/3 
951-4.94/ 5 


93/2 105,93/ 2 93/1 
93/3 93/2 93/1 
95/ 2,95/ 3 95/1 95/1 
95/6 

105 95/1 


0 


70.7 


0 


5.2 


95/3 


22 


1 ) 


( 2) 


( 3 ) 


( 4) 


( 5) 


( 6 ) 


Elamkulam 


3 


ാം . 


. 


Do. 


95 


5 


Intം": ts 


D. 


6 


ാം . 


• 


Dity പീടിയ്ക്കൽ മക്കാരുകുട്ടി 

അബ്ദുൾ റഹിമാൻ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
dlo . ഇടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബഹ്മബ്യൻ രാജാവ 
do . പീടിയക്കൽ മക്കാരുകുട്ടി 

അബ്ദുൾ റഹിമാൻ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻകർത്താവാ 
do . 

പീടിയ്ക്കൽ മക്കാരുകുട്ടി 

അബ്ദുൾ റഹിമാൻ 
do . എടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബ്ഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് 
I\ et ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
Dry 

ടി 


Do. 


8 
2 


ത്തും . 


230 


Busstand&other 
Municipalpurpose 


Do. 


3 


നം .. 


4 


ാം . 


233 


2 


ത്തും . 


230 


5 


do . ഇടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബഹ്മണ്യൻരാജാവ 
Dry തട്ടാം വീട്ടിൽ അബൂബക്കർ 

കാതിം 
do. ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
do . പാട്ടുപുരയ്ക്കൽ ദേവസ്വം 


Do. 


231 


- t 


Do. 


232 


Do. 


233 


2 


നം . 


233 


3 


1 


Do. 


236 


D 


do. ഇടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സി ബഹ്മ ണ്യൻരാജാവ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചി 

നീലകൺാൻ കർത്താവ 
do . തൃപ്പൂ ണിത്തറ ദേവസ്വം 
do . ചാമി ണി കോടത്തം തൊമ്മൻ 

ജോസഫ 
do . കുറുമൂറു നാരായണൻ നീല 

കാൻ നമ്പൂതിരിപ്പാട് 
do . 

ടി 


237 


Do. 


6 


ാം . 


223 


7 


D , 


23 


8 


do . 


Do. 


കാലുപാമ്പി പാറുക്കുട്ടി 
അണിയ: മതതപോ 

ടി 


23 


9 


do . 


Do. 


22 ) 


10 


do . 


ടി 


23 


( 7 ) 


( 8 ) 


( 9 ) 


( 10) 


(11) 


(12) 


( 13) 


94/ 5,954 95/3 


95/2 


95/1 


0 


4.0 


95 / 5.6 


95/5 


0 


32.0 


95/6 


95/1 94/5 
95 / 8,95 / 6 95/4 
95/6 95/ 2,95/ 3 


0 


3.0 


96.95/5 


9577 


0 


26.3 


6 


105,95/ 7 95/6 


0 


6.4 


95/5 


95/0 


- 


95/6 


95/3 . 


0 


3.0 


230/2 


230 / 7.8 


0 


71.3 


230/3 


230/2 


0 


73.1 


2303 


0 


3.3 


2291,2331 230/3 

233/ 1.2 230/4 
230/3 

230/4 
234/1 

23/2 
230/2 

231 / 
236.232 


230/4 
230/3 
230/5 


0 


GL.4 


2331 
230/4 
230 /2.5 


0 


23.3 


2371 


231 


05.2 


235/9 


1 


236 


231 


233/3 


09.5 


0 


35.6 


65.1 


+ 


13.5 


0 


95.3 


234/1 233/3 230/3 

233/2 
235 /9,230 / 3 232 234 / 1.235 233/2 

235/5 236 231,2371,2 232 
236 237/2 

2371 231 
103 223/8 

| 223/6 223/14 
223/6 223/6 223/6 · 223/6 
223/8 223/3 223/3 223/3 
223/3 222 223/3 223/3 
223/8 

223/8 223/8 


43.5 


14.0 


50.0 


07.1 


222 


10.0 


2 t 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 
Elamkulam 


( 3) 
237 


2 


നം . 
Do. 


238 
234. 


( 5 ) 

( 6) 
do , ചേരാനല്ലർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
d ) . 
do . 

ശങ്കരശ്ശേരിപറമ്പിൽ 

യോഗിയഷേണായ 

നാരായണ ഷേണായ 
do . 

ടി 


2 


Do. 


235 - 


1| 


ാം . 
ാം . 


235 
235 


2 
3 


Do. 


235 


do . 

ടി 
do . ഇടപ്പിളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സി ബഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ 
do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
do . 

ടി 


4 


Do. 


235 


5 


ാം . 


235 


6 


do . ഇടപ്പിളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബ്രഹ്മണ്യൻ രാജാവ് പ 
do . 

s 


Do. 


235 


1 


Do : 


235 


8 


do . 


ടി 


Ernakulam 125 


do . 


തെനത്തിൽ മമ്മുമൊഹമ്മദ 


Residentialpurpose 


Do. 


125 


2 


do . 


മാറുങ്കൽ ററി. ഓ , ജോസ 


Do. 


125 


3 


Iം . 
Dം . 


3 


do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

, നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ് 
do . 

ടി 
do . നെനേത്തിൽ മമ്മു മുഹമ്മദ് 


123 
124 


Elamkulam 


87 


do . 


Do. 


87 


4 


ാം . 


87 


6 


ാം . 


88 


i 


പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇററാമൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 
lo. തച്ചിലക്കാട്ട് കൊച്ചപ്പൻ 

നാരായണൻ 
do . പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇററാമൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 
do. കുറുമൂർഇല്ലത്ത് നാരായണൻ 
നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 

s : 
do . തൃപ്പൂണിത്തുറ ദേവസ്വം 

- ടി 
do . | കുറുമൂരു നീലകൺഠൻ 

നാരാ യണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
do . 
do . തപ്പൂണിത്തുറ ദേവസ്വം 


do . 


Do. 
നം , 
Do. 
നം .. 


88 
91 
91 
91 


3 
2 
3 
ക 


do . 


Do. 
Do. 


91 
91 


5 
6 


e 


25 


(7 ) 


(8 ) 


(9 ) 


( 10 ) 


( 11 ) 


( 13) 


(12) 
27.7 


236 


238 


237/2 


237/1 


outside 


05.0 
56.4 


216.217 


235 /1.2 234 /1,2 231/2 


235/1 


04.2 


234 /2,235/ 2 235/2 

235/3 235/4 
216 

235/4 


235/2 
235/2 


234/2 
234 / 2.235 /1 , 
234/2 
235 /2.3 


75.9 
48.0 


216 


78.0 


235/6.7 235/4 
235 /6.7 235/4 


235/4 


18.0 


235/4 
235 /4,5 


205 


205 


235/7 


13.0 


235/6 


235/8 


77.8 


235/9 
235/8 


235 /4,5 
235/7 


205 


242 


20.6 


125/1 


125/1 


125/2 


124 


69.0 


125 


350 


125/1 


127 


7.1.6 


125/3 


125/2 


125 /1.2 


0.70 


123/3 
124 


28.5 
18.7 


3 


124 121 114 
125 122 , 127 123/3 

128 
87/ 3.4.6 87 86 


85/3 


51.1 


87/6 


8711 


11.0 


87/3 87 /2,7 
87/4 87 /2.5 
87 / 1,5,6 88 /2,4 


88/1 


87/1 


11.8 


90/2 


91/2.4.6 


20.0 


88/3 
93/3 
91/6 
91/5 


88/1 
93/2 
9176 
88 /1,3 


88/1 
93/2 
91/2 
91/5 


91/4 
91/3 
91/6 
91/5 


13.0 
41.2 
27.2 
62.8 


86.87 / 1 
91/5 


91/4 
88/1 


91/1 
9173 


76 
76 


51.9 
12.8 


26 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


Elamkulam 


91 


1 


Do. 


87 


2 


ാം . 
Do. 
D. 


87 
37 
88 


3 
5 
1. 


- 


Do. 


87 


7 


( 5) 

( 6 ) 
Dry ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . കുറുമൂർഇല്ലത്ത് നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട 
do . 

ടി 
(Iം . കാർട്ടേഴത്തു വലുരാമൻ 
do . ശങ്കരശ്ശേരിപറമ്പിൽ യോഗ്യ 
ഷണായ 

നാരായണ 
ഷണായ 
do . കുറുമൂരഇല്ലത്ത് നാരായണൻ 

നാരായണൻ ഭട്ടതിരിപ്പാട് 
do. 
do . 

ടി 
do . ശങ്കരശ്ശേരി പറമ്പിൽ യോ 

ഗ്യൻ ഷേണായ നാരായണൻ 

ഷണായ 
do . എടപ്പളളി വാസുദേവൻ 

സുബ്രഹ്മണ്യൻരാജാവ് 
d0 . പാവക്കുളത്ത് ഇററാമൻ 

ചീരാമൻ 
do . 

ടി 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


88 
88 
88 


1 
2 


5 


ത്തും . 


89 


Do. 


89 


2 


Residential purpose 


ത്തും . 


89 


3 


Do. 


94. 


4 


do . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
do . 

ടി 


ാം . 


94 


7 


Dം . 


93 


Dം . 


941. 


1 


do . പാല്യത്തുരാമൻ കോമി എന്ന 

സ്ഥാനപ്പേരുളള രാമൻ 

വലിയച്ചൻ 
do ." ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കുഞ്ചു 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
llo , 

ടി 
lo . ചേരാനല്ലൂർമൂപ്പിലെ കഞ്ച 

നീലകൺഠൻ കർത്താവ 
dle . 

ടി 


ം . 
നം , 


94 
230 


3 
3 


Ernakulam 


346 


6 


Dം . 


346 


7 


do . 


ടി 


ടി 


ാം . 

നം , 
Elamkulam 

നം . 


346 
341 
92 
90 


cNN= 


ctം . 
dം , 
(Iം . 


ടി 
( റ . കുമൂരി നാരായണൻ നീല 

കൺഠൻ നമ്പൂതിരിപ്പാട് 
do . 

ടി 


നം , 


90 


2 


27 


( 7 ) 


( 8 ) 


( 9 ) 


(10 ) 


(12 ) 


(13) 


90/1 


92/1 


76 


81.4 


91/2 
87/7 


8712 


87/5 


17.7 


87/3 
8712 
89/5 


87/3 
875 


87 /4.7 
88/1 
89/2 


87/4 
8713 
87/6 
88/4 


58.2 
19.1 
03.1 


89/5 


87/3 


96.87 


87/2 


87/4 


5.7 


87 /1,5,6 88/1 
88/1 88/2 
88/2 88/5 


90 /1.2 
88/5 
89/1.2 


91/3.4.5.6 
88/1 
88 /2,4 


13.0 
05.9 
24.5 


43.2 


09.8 


08.9 


88/5 89/ 1,96 94/2 89/2 
88 /1,4,5 89/2 94/2 90 /1.3 
89/3 89/2 89/3 90/1 
94/7 96 

94/7 

94/7 
94/2 96 95/5,6 94/3 
93/1 

93/2,3 103/1 74/75 


11.8 


53.6 


01.8 


94/3 


93 /1,3 


92/2 


56.5 


94/2 
94/2 
233 / 2,3 


93 / 3.5 
231 


93 /2,3 
230/5 


94/1 
230/3 


17.6 


Further Sub 
division of 

316 


343/1 
92 /2,89/ 3 

90/1 


346/8 
94/1 
89/2 


311/10 
92/2 
92/1 


311/2 
75 
91/1 


23.4 
37.5 
53.6 


89/2 


89/2 


89/2 


90/1 


18.0 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971 . 
PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. No. 12 /71 /LAD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 13th August 1971. 
S. R. O. No. 306 /71. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (5) 
of sub-section 1) of section 3 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960 ) 
and at the request of Thirumittacode Panchayat in Ponnani Taluk i Palghat 
District, in its resolution No. 71 dated 27-6-1969, the Government of Kerala 
hereby alter the headquarters of the sairl Panchayat from Thirumittacode" 
to " Chatha noor" in RS. 132/1 A with effect from 1-10-1971 . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. T. AUGUSTINE, 

Deputy Secretary. 
Explanatory Note: This notification is published as requested by the 

Thirumittacode Panchayat in its resolution No. 71 dated 27-6-1969 
to alter its he :dquarters from Thirumittacode to R. S 132 / 1A in 
Chathanoor 
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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971 
PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALI 
Local Administration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O.MS No. 121 /71/LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th August 1971. 
S. R. O. No: 307/71. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d ) of sub -section (1 ) of Section 3 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 
(32 of 1960) and at the request of the Sholayur Panchayat in its resolution 
dated 12-10-1970 the Government of Kerala hereby alter the headquarters of 
the Sholayur Panchayat in Perinthalmanna Taluk, Palghat District from 
“ Sholayur" to " Anakatty " with effect from 1-10-1971 . 

By wder of the Governor , 
P. T. AUGUSTINE , 

Deputy Secretary. 
Explanatory Note:-(This notification is published as requested by the 

Sholayur Panchayat in its resolution dated 12-10-1970 ). 


► 


Korala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OP KERALA 
Local Administration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O.MS. No. 122/71/LAD . 

Dated , Tribandin, 13th August 1971 
S. R. O. No. 308 /71. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d). 
of sub- section ( 1) of section 3 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 
1960) and at the request of the Chorode Panchayat in Badagara Taluk , in 
Kozhikode District , in its resolution No. 144/70 dated 8-9-1970 , the Govern 
ment of Kerala hereby alter the headquarters of the said Panchayat from 
“ Chorode " to " Muttungal” in Muttungal village with effect from 
1-10-1971. 

By order of the Governor , 

P. T. AUGUSTINE, 

Deputy Secretary. 
Explanatory Note :- This notification is published as resolved by the 

Chorode Panchayat in its resolution No. 144/70 dated 8-9-1970 to 
alter its headquarters from Chorode to Muttungal in R. S. 45/8 of 
Muttungal the land proposed to be purchased by it. 
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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. No. 123 /71/LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 14th August 1971 . 
S. R. O. No 309/71. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d ) of sub -section (1) of Section 3 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 
(32 of 1960) and at the request of the Aya cheri Panchayat in its resolution 
dated 27-2-1971 the Government of Kerala hereby alter the headquarters of 
the Ayancheri Panchayat in Badagara Taluk , Kozhikode District from 
" Ayancheri" to " Kademeri with effect from 1-10-1971 . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. T. AUGUSTINE , 

Deputy Secretary. 
Explanatory Note:-- ( This notification is published as requested by the 

Ayancheri Panchayat in its resolution date 1 27-2-1971) . 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Section 


Revenue (N ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 11261/N1/71/RD. 

Daled . Tridandrum , 7th August 1971 . 
S. R. O.No. 310 /71. – Under sub section (1) of section 105 of the 
Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963 (1 of 1964) , the Government of Kerala 
hereby authorise the Firka Revenue Inspectors working under the Taluk 
Tahsildars to exercise the powers and discharge the duties of the authorised 
officer under the said section within their respective jurisdiction. 

By order of the Governor, 
A. K. K. NAMBIAR , 

Secretary . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Taxes (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. No.47/71/ TD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd August 1971 


S. R. O. No. 311/71. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 3 ) of section 10 of the Kerala General Sales Tax Act, 1963 
(15 of 1963 ), the Government of Kerala hereby cancel their Notification 
is ued under G.O. MS. 388 /65 /Rev. dated the 22nd April, 1965 and publish 
ed as S. R. O. No. 173/65 in the Kerala Gazette No. 17. dated the 4th 
May, 1965 . 

II 
S. R. O. No. 312/71. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 10 of the Kerala General Sales Tax Act, 1963 
( 15 of 1963), the Government ofKerala , having considered it necessary in 
the public interest so to do, hereby make an exemption in respect of the tax 
payable under the said Act by the me.ical pract tioners dispensing medicines 
from their own dispensaries to their patients in the course of ti eatment, in 
regard to the turnover reating to such medicines dispensed . 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 

the general purport.) 
As per Notification No. G.O.MS. 388 /65/Rev . dated 22-4-1965 issued 
as S.R.O.No. 173/65 , the Government had exempted the sale of medicines 
dispensed by a medical practitioner owning a dispensary and dispensing 
medicines to his patients from his own dispensary, from the levy of sales tax 
subject to the condition that the exemption would not apply to patent medi 
cines sold by medical practitioners to their patients . 

In O. P. No. 69/67 filed by Dr. M. Narayanan , Medical Practitioner 
Tellicherry , the High Court of Kerala has drawn the attention of Govern 
ment to the need for revising or at least clarifying the said notification and 
observed that it is for the consideration of Government whether any revised 
G. O. should be issued on the poi it or whether G. O. MS. 338 /65 / Rev . 
dated 22-4-1965 should be suitably clarified so as to avoid anomalies and 
amb guities in its prıctical oprration . Gyvernment consider it necessary to 
cancel G.O.MS. No. 388/65/Rev. date 22-4-1965 and exempt frm the 
levy of tax all sides ofmedicines whether patent or nonpitent by medical 
practitioners in the course of the treatment. This notification is intende.I to 
achieve the above object. 

20000, No. 6. mid 311 /71. - 1963- CA08 60100311mmlando ? 
mooº00º ( 1963-6 15) 10-0 . Abajº (3 )-0 . Quomodel. നൽകപ്പെട്ട 
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ക 


അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ് 1965 ഏപ്രിൽ 22-ാം 
തീയതിയിലെ ജി , ഒ . എം . എസ്. 388 / 65/റവന്യ ( പകാരംപുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചതും 
1965 മേയ് 4 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 17 -ാം നമ്പർ കേരള ഗസററിൽ 

എസ് ആർ ഒ 
173/65 എന്ന നമ്പരായി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയതുമായ അവരുടെ പരസ്യം 
ഇതിനാൽ റ 8 ° ദു ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

II 
എസ്. ആർ. 9, നമ്പർ 312/71. - 1963 - ലെ കേരള പൊതുവിൽപ്പന നികുതി 
ആക" ററ് (1963- ലെ 15 ) 10 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട 
അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ് അങ്ങനെ 6:പയ്യേണ്ടത് 
പൊതുതാൽപ്പര്യാർത്ഥം ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് കരുതുന്നതിനാൽ, മെഡിക്കൽ 
( പാക്ടിഷണർമാർ അവരുടെ ഡിസ്പെൻസറികളിൽനിന്ന ചികിൽസാ 
സമയത്ത് അവരുടെ രോഗികൾക്ക് കൊടുക്കുന്ന മരുന്നുകളുടെ മൊത്തവിൽപ്പന 
സംഖ്യ സംബന്ധിച്ച് പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററ് പ്രകാരം കൊടുക്കേണ്ട നികുതി 
സംബന്ധിച്ച ഒഴിവ് ഇതിനാൽ നൽകുന്നു . 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
(ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല , എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കു 
ന്നതിനുദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . ) 

എസ്. ആർ. ഒ . 17365 എന്ന നമ്പരായി പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചു , 1965 ഏപ്രിൽ 
22 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ജി . ഒ . എം . എസ്. 388/651 റവന്യൂ എന്ന നമ്പർ പരസ്യ 
പകാരം, ഗവൺമെൻറ്, സ്വന്തമായി ഡിസ്പെൻസറിയുള്ള ഒരു മെഡിക്കൽ 
പാക °ടിഷ ണർ, അയാളുടെ ഡിസ്പെൻസറിയിൽ നിന്നും അയാളുടെ രോഗി 
കൾക്ക് കൊടുക്കുന്നതായ മരുന്നുകളുടെവിൽപ്പന, മെഡിക്കൽ പ്രാക്ടിഷണർ 
മാർ അവരുടെ രോഗികൾക്ക് വിൽക്കുന്ന പേറാൻ ഔഷധങ്ങൾക്ക് ഒഴിവ 
ബാധകമായിരിക്കുകയില്ല എന്ന വ്യവസ്ഥയ്ക്ക് • വിധേയമായി, വിൽപ്പന 
നികുതിചുമത്തുന്നതിൽനിന്നും ഒഴിവാക്കിയിട്ടുണ്ടായിരുന്നു . 

തലശ്ശേരിയിലെ മെഡിക്കൽ പാക °ടിഷണർ ഡാക്ടർ എം . നാരായണൻ 
1967 - ലെ 69 -ാം നമ്പരായി ബോധിപ്പിച്ച ഒ , പി . യി ൽ , കേരള ഹൈക്കോടതി 
(പസ്തുത പരസ്യം പുതുക്കുന്നതിനോകുറഞ്ഞപക്ഷം വിശദീകരണം നൽകി - 
ന്നതിനോഉളള ആവശ്യകതയിലേക്ക് ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറെ ശ്രദ്ധ ക്ഷണിക്കു 
കയും, ഇക്കാര്യത്തിൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും പുതുക്കിയ ജി . ഒ, പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കണ 
മെന്നോഅഥവാ 1965 ഏപ്രിൽ 22 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ എം എസ്: 388/65 റവന്യൂ 
എന്ന ജി . ഒ യുടെ പ്രായോഗികമായ നടത്തിപ്പിൽ ഉളള വൈരുദ്ധ്യങ്ങളും അവ്യ 
ക്തതകളും ഒഴിവാക്കുന്നതിന് .. അനുയോജ്യമായ വിശദീകരണം അതിന് 
നൽകണമെന്നോ ഗവൺമെൻറ് പരിഗണിക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് അഭിപ്രായപ്പെട 
കയും ചെയ്തു . 

1965 ഏപ്രിൽ 22-ാം തീയതിയിലെ എം . എസ്. 388/ 65/റവന്യൂ എന്ന 
ജി , ഒ, റദ്ദാക്കേണ്ടതും മെഡിക്കൽ പാകംടിഷണർമാർ അവരുടെ ചികിൽസാ 
സമയത്ത് വിൽക്കുന്ന എല്ലാ മരുന്നുകളും പേററൻറ് ആയാലും അല്ലെങ്കിലും 
നികുതി ചുമത്തുന്നതിൽനിന്ന് ഒഴിവാക്കേണ്ടത് ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് ഗവൺ 
മെൻറ് കരുതുന്നു . ഈ പരസ്യംമുകളിൽ പറഞ്ഞ ഉദ്ദേശം സാധിക്കുന്നതി 
നുഭ° ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . 

By order of the Governor , 
V. VENKITANARAYANAN , 

Secretary . 
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NOTIFICATION 
No. J. 26756 /71/DTE . 

7th August 1971. 
I. Applications are invited from persons interested in conducting recoge 
nised Commercial Institutions making them eligible to present the candidates 
for the Kerala Government Technical Examinations. The terms and con 
ditions for granting recognition are given in the revised code of Regulations 
approved by Government as per G.Ö. (MS) No. 122 /71/ Edn .dated 16-7-1971 
which is appended 

II. The application for permission to start a Commercial Institution 
should contain the following details : 

( 1) Name and address of the applicant. 
( 2 ) Name and full address of the proposed Institution (its location , 

street, town and the District.) 
(3 ) Subject proposed to be offered . 
(4 ) Name and Address of Recognised Commercial Institutions if any 

within a radius of 3 K. M. and the subjects offered by these 

Institutions. 
(5 ) No. of High Schools within a radius of 3 K. M. 
(6 ) No. of Colleges in the area . 
(7) Whether the sum of Rs. 75 has been remitted into the Treasury 

(if so , state thc No. and date of Chalan and the name of 

Treasury .) 
(8 ) Any other relevant information . 
• (9) Signature of the applicant. 
( 10 ) Place and Date. 

III. The application furnishing the above particulars should be 
accompanied by a Treasury Chalan Receipt for the remittance of Rs. 75 
( Rupecs Seventy five only) towards recognition fee . The Head of account 
for the remittance of the fee for recognition is " XXII E (vi)-Other receipts" . 
Applications received without the chalan receipt will not be considered . 
Those who have once applied for recognition , but rejected will also have to 
apply afresh with the necessary fee . 

IV . In the case of Institutions housed in rented buildings, the appli 
cant should forward along with his application attested copy of the lease deed 
cxecuted by him and the owner of the building as contemplated in the 
revised code of regulations (Sub Clause e of Clause VI) . In the case of 
Institutions housed in their own building , they may forward a certificate 
from the Tahsildar stating that the building in which the Institution is 
housed belongsto the applicant . 

G. 191/J. 


2 


V. The application for recognition should be addressed to the Director 
of Technical Education , Kerala State, Trivandrum - 1, not later than 15th 
September 1971. Applications received after the above date will not be 
considered . 

VI. The inspection will be arranged as soon as practicablc after the 
registration of the applications. 


Oflice of the Director of Technical 
Education , Trivandrum .. 


C. P. KURIAKOSE , 
Director of Technical Education . 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
EDUCATION- TECHNICAL - REORGANISATION OF THE K.G.T.E.- REVISED 

CODE OF REGULATIGNS FOR THE RECOGNITION OF THE PRIVATE 

COMMERCIAL INSTITUTIONS - CONSTITUTION OF ADVISORY 

BOARD FOR COMMERCIAL EDUCATION - RECOGNITION OF 
ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCIAL INSTITUTIONS- 

ORDERS ISSUED 


EDUCATION (G ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (MS) No. 122/71 /Edn . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th July 1971, 
Read :-(1) G.O. MS. 423 /66 /Edn . dated 10-8-1966 . 

( 2 ) G.O. Rt. 4567 /68/Edn . dated 9-10-1968 . 
(3 ) G.O. RT. 5332 /68 /Edn . dated 2-12-1968 . 
(4 ) Correspondence resting with letter No. J - 13344 70 /DTE 
dated 9-3-1971 from the Director of Technical Education . 

ORDER 
In partial modification of the orders issued in the G. Os. read as papers 
(1) and (2) above, Government are pleased to issue the following orders : 

(i) The practice of according recognition to Private Commercial 
Institu ions coaching students for K. G.T. Examinations will be continued 
in accordance with the Code of Regulations for the recognition of the Private 
Commercial Institutions approved and appended to this order 

(ii) Government are pleased to constitute an Advisory Board for 
Commercial Education with the following members for advising Government 
on inatters relating to Commercial Education : 

(1) Three representatives of the recognised Associations 

Federation of Associations of Private Commercial 
Institutions (to be nominated by Government) . 

Members . 
( 2) A representative of the Government Commer 
cial Institutions (to be nominatad by Govt) . 

Member : 
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( 3). Member representing Comacrce on the State 
Board of Technical Education 

Member 
(4) A representative of the Govt./privale Arts & 
Science-Colleges 

(10 be nominated by 
Government) . 

do 
(5) The Commissioner for Government Examinations do . 

l he Director of Technical Education will be the Chairman of the 
Alvisory Board and the Special Officer for Commerce Education , Directo 
rate of Technical Education, Trivandrum will be the Secretary of the Board . 

(iii) The term of the Board will be 3 years from the daic of consti 
tution . The Advisory Board will function under the S.B.T.E 

(iv ) The Advisory Board will be treated as a Class II Committee 
for purpose of paymentof T A. an ! D. A. to non- official members for 
attendance of themeetings of the Board . 

(v ) The Federation of Associations of Private Commercial Institu 
tions with a membership of not less than 60 recognised private Commercial 
Institutions will be accorded recognition . 

(vi) Sanction is accorded for the creation of the following additional 
posts in the Technical Education Department temporarily till the end of 
February, 1972 for attending to the work in connection with recognition . 
renewal of recognition and inspection of Commercial Institutions:: 

( 1) Inspector of Commercial Schools on Rs. 225-450 2 
(2 ) Lower Division Clerk on Rs. 90-190 2 
( 3) Lower Division Typist on Rs. 90-190 

(vii) The expenditure on this account will be met from the overall 
savings of the Department. 


By Order of the Governor, 
PADMA RAMACHANDRAN , 

Secretary 


To, 


The Director of Technical Education . 
The Director of Collegiate Education . 
The Commissioner for Government Examinations . 
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Appendix 
CODE OF REGULATIONS FOR THE RECOGNITION OF 
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

Clause I 
A commercial Institution under the Code is a Technical Institution 
which imparts training in any two or more of the subjects listed in 
Annexure I. 

Clause II 
Recognition will be given only to such Cominercial Institutions as those 
fulfil the terms and conditionsprescribed in these regulations. 

Clause III 
Recognised Commercial Institutions are allowed to use the words 
« Recognised by Government ” as a Commercial Institution ter the name 
of the Institution . Institutions which are not recognised by Government 
in accordance with this code are prohibited from a ivertising , displaying or 
in any other manner indicating directly or by implication that they are 
secured recognition from Government. 

Clause IV 
Recognition does not entitle the Institution to grant- in -aid or financial 
assistance of any kind from the Government. 

CONDITIONS FOR RECOGNITION 

Clause V 
The following conditionsmust be fulfilled by the Institutions seeking 
recognition : 

(a) A Commercial Institution will have to impart training in at least 
two subjects given in Annexure I with typewriting as a compulsory subject. 

(6) Every institution seeking recognition shall be equipped 
adequately in respect of accommodation, number of typewriters, furniture, 
books and staff and other required materials for which they impart training 
as listed in Annexure II. Accommodation set apart for this purpose shall 
not he utilised for any other purpose. 

(0) Every private Commercial Institution seeking recognition shall 
have the staff requirement: as given in Annex re III. 

(d ) The subjects for instruction in Recognised Commercial Instiu . 
tos are given in Annexure I in which the duration of the course is also 
given . The subjects taught in recognised commercial institutions shall be 
only those for which recognition has been granted and should be in 
conformi.y wi h the details given in Annexure I. No such Institute can 
presen candidates of unrecognised Institutions for any Government 
aminations. 

( ) Admissions shall be restricted to candidates possessing the 
mium m qualifications laid down in the K , G. T. Examination Rules or 
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Rules for the concerned technical examinations for which coaching is offered . 
However , the Managements may admis casual students with less qualification 
for training purposes only , the number being limited by the over-all facilities 
of the Institution . 

( f) Tuition fee and special fee shall be prescribed by the District or 
Local Associations if any, of Commercial Institutions, on a zonal basis from 
time o time subject to app.oval by the Director of Tec nical Education . 
Fees within the prescribed linits shall be paid according to the rules laid 
down by each Institution . 
Every Commercial Institution should maintain the following registers - 

(1) Admission Register . 
(2 ) Attendance Register of pupils . 
( 3 ) Fee Register. 

Attendance Register of staff. 
( 5 ) Acquittance roll ( where applicable ) . 

Countcrfoil of transfer certificates. 

Time-table book , 
( 8 ) Work Register (for subjects other than typewriting.) 
19 ) Staff Register . 
( 10 ) Visitor s book . 
(11) File : of outward and inward letters. 
(12 ) Stock Register. 
(13) Files of application for admission . 
( 14) Cash Book . 
(15) Register of punishment inflicted in pupils . 

(i) Every private recognised Commercial Institution shall work at 
least for one hour per day in each subject for five days in a week and for 220 
days a year. 

(ü ) There shall be annual holidays for Commercial Institutions from 
22nd December to 1st January every year (both days inclusive ) 

Clause VI 
Commercial Institutions shall apply to the Director of Technical 
Education for recognition in the prescribed form . A recognition fee of 
Rs. 75 shall be charged for preliminary enquiries. In no case shall the 
fees once paid for this purpose be refunded to the management nor shall it be 
adjusted towardsany other payment to be made later . 

(6 ) Application for pe mission to start a Commercial Institution at 
any centre during any year shall be submitted to the Direct r of Technical 
Educat on before the 1st July , of the previous year accompanied by a 
remitta ce of R :. 75 under the appropriate head. The Director of Teclinical 
Education shall arrange to conduct a preliminary enquiry regarding the 
need , snitabili y , etc., of such Institutions at the centre and shall 
communicate his decision to the applicant before the succeeding January 
Ist. In the case of applications approved by the Director of Technica 
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Education formal application for recognition in the prescribed form shall be 
made to the Director of Technical Education , beforc the following ist 
March . 

Before taking the decision regarding the necessity of the Institution the 
Director of Technical Education shall consult ille commercial, local/District 
representatives of the recognised Institutions (if any) for commercial Institu 
tions in that area. 

(c) On receipt of formal applications for recognition , the Director 
of Technical Education shall arrange for inspection of the Institution by a 
competent authority. The Inspecting authority shall verify whether 
adequate equipments and other facilities as listed in Annexures II and III 
are available . After considering the recommendation of the inspecting 
authority, the Director of Technical Education will pass final orders either 
recognising the institution or rejecting the application , as the case may be, 
before 1st June. 

(d ) In order to avoid unhealthy competition , no Commercial 
Institution will ordinarily be granted recognition in close proximity to 
existing recognised Commercial Institutions. The Director of Technical 
Education however rerains the right to recognise Institutions, if he is satisfied 
of the necessity in any particular case. 

(e) Institutions housed in rented buildings seeking recognition from 
19-2-1965 should enter in to tenancy arrangements with the owners of the 
buildings , execute lease deed in duplicate and submit attested copy of 
the lease deed along with the application . In the case of Institutions housed 
in their own buildings, they may forward a certificate from the Tahsildar 
stating that the building in which the Institution is housed belongs to the 
applicant. 

(f) Each recognised Institution will remit to Government an annual 
academic fee of Rs. 30. This is meant for the renewal of the recognition 
every year. 

Clause VII 
The Commercial Institutions shall at all times be available for visits and 
inspection during working hours by the Director of Techni al Education or 
those nominated by him for ensuring that the prescribed standards are being 
maintained and that these regulation are being observed . 

Clause VIII - Withdrawal of Recognition 
In the event of mis-management, malpractice , corruption for mal-admi 
nistration ncgligence of duty or disobedience of departmental instruction on 
the part of the Principal, Director of Technical Education will give him an 
opportunity to show cause against the action proposed to be taken and after 
due enquiry withdraw the recognition granted to his institution . Failure on 
the part of the Principal of a recognised Private Technical Institution to 
obey the instruc ions issued by the department in regard to Institution 
matters and the continuance as eacher of a person declare I unfit , will entail 
withdrawalof the recognition . Also failure on the part of the Institution 
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in the payment of annual academic fue or in maintaining the prescribed 
standard will result in the withdrawal of recognition of the Institution 
concerned . 

Clause IX 
(a ) All recognised Commercial Institutions willreport to the Director 
of Technical Education , details of change of staff , 

(6 ) Previous sanction of the Director of Technical Education shall 
be obtained for any change of location of the Institution . 

(c) Recognised Commercial Institutions are not permitted io open 
branches. 

Clause X 
Candidates who have satisfactorily completed their course in these 
Institutions and who are presented by the heads of these Institutions shall be 
cligible to appear for the examination conducted by the State Board of 
Technical Education . 

Clause XI - Rules of discipline . 

FORMULATION OF RULES FOR DISCIPLINE 
The rules of discipline of every private Commercial Institution shall be 
formulated in a definite manner and shall include the following rules: 

A copy of the rules of discipline shall be posted on the Institution Notice 
Board for lhe information and strict adherence of all those concerned , 

GENERAL RULES OF DISCIPLINE 
1 (a ) Every pupil shall attend his/her class punctually. 
(h ) Every pupil who absents shall produce a leave letter . 

(c) Every pupil shall respectfully grect the Principals and Teachers on 
meeting them in the Institute premises for the first time every day.. 

(d) No pupil shall leave the Institute during the working hours without 
the prior permission of the Principal or teacher. 

(e) Every pupil shall wear clean and customary clothes. 

(f) No pupil shall enter the Institute premises if he/she is suffering 
from any contagious disease . 

(g ) Suspension and dismissal:-(i) Any pupil who is deliberately insub 
ordinate or mischievous or guilty of fraud , theft or malpractice in connection 
with examination or in behaviour or who is found guilty of any other 
offence of who by his or her proved behaviour and conduct is in the opinion 
of the Head of the Institution likely to cause an unwholesome influence on 
other pupils , may be, according to the degree of offence , censured , suspended 
or dismissed by the Head of the Institution . In case of dismissal a report 
shall be sent to the Director of Technical Education. An appeal from the 
dismissed pupil shall lie to the Director of Technical Education . 

( ii ) When a pupil is dismissed , he she should be removed from the rolls 
with appropriate entries in the Admission Register . When a pupil is sus 
pended , an entry to that effect be made in the Attendance Register. 
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( iii ) Before a pupil is dismissed from an Institute, the Head of the 
Institute shall inform the pupil s guardian of the fact, in writing . 

(iv) Suspension and dismissal are within the competence of the 
Principals of the Private Commercial Institutions. Action in this regard will 
invariably be reported to the guardian . 

(v ) Any pupil who is found to have secured admission by means ofa 
false certificate or by false representations of any kind shall be summarily 
dismissed with forfeiture ofwhatever fee he /she may have paid . 

(vi) Any pupil found to meddle with or carelessly handle or damage or 
cause to damage or spoil any Typewriter, Books, Stationery items or any 
equipment of the Institute shall pay the cost to equate the loss, damage or 
spoiling so inflicted , as the case may be , in cash payment to the Head of the 
Institute failing which disciplinary action under these rules shall be taken to 
recover the amount. 

(vii ) Pupils under suspension shall not be allowed to attend the Institute 
and the period of suspension shall be proportionate to the gravity of the 
bffence committed . 


2 . 
3 . 


PUNISHMENT REGISTER 
(a ) Every Private Recognised Commercial Institution shall maintaina 
Punishment Register in the form given hereunder. 

(b ) Particulars of every punishment awarded to the pupil shall be 
entered in the Punishment Register. 

(c) Cases not covered by the above rules shall be reported to the 
Director of Technical Education , for necessary action . 

REGISTER OF PUNISHMENT INFLICTED ON PUPILS 
1 . Sl. No. 

Admission Numlocr 

Naine of pupil 
4 . Age 
5. Subjects (studying) 
6 . A brief account of the offence for which 

punishinent is awarded 
7 . Date of offence 
8 . Date of award of punishment 
9. . Nature of punishment (full details to be given ) 

( a ) Censure 
(b ) Fine (amount to be specified ) 
(c) Suspension (period to be specified ) 

( d ) Dismissal 
10. Remarks 
11 

Siguature of the Principal 
12 . Date of realisation of fine 
13. Initials of the Principal 


Clause XII - Admission 

(a ) No pupil shall be a Imitted in a Recognised Private Commercial 
Institute except on an application signed by him and his guardian . The 
application form shall be presented along with his/her educational Certificate 
for reference . 

(b ) No pupils will be allowed to combine periods of study for the same 
course in different institution if transfer is not effected by the issue an ! 
accepta ice of proper transfer certificate. 

(c) No pupil shall be refused admission to any Institution on the ground 
of Caste, Community or religion except on reasons of adverse character and 
non -availab lity of seats or accom.nodation . 
Clause XIII -- Inspecting Authority 

For the purpose of clause 6 (c) above, the Inspecting Authority shall be 
an Officer of the Department of Technical Education not below the rank of 
the Inspector of Commercial Schoo s . 


Annexure I 


SUBJECTS PRESCRIBED FOR STUDENTS IN PRIVATE 

RECOGNISED COMMERCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


do . 


1 year 
1 year 


Subjects 

Lower 

Higher 
1. Typewriting Compulsory 

1 Ye r 6 months after passing 

Lower 
2. Shorthand 

1 year 
3. Accountancy 

do . 

1 year 
4. Theory and Practice of 

Commerce do . 
5. CommercialGeography do . 
6. Banking 

do . 

. 1 year 
Annexure II 
STANDARD LIST OF MINIMUM EQUIPMENT TO BE FURNISHED 

IN A PRIVATE COMMERCIAL INSTITUTE 
1 . Four Typewriters in good working condition with adequate 

furniture . 
2 . Books:-- Relevant prescribed Books in the subjects concerned for 

both lower an 1 higher grades . 
3 . One Black Board . 
4. Adequate accommodation shall be provided . 
G. 191/J. 
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Annexure III 

STAFF REQUIREMENTS 
The minimum qualification for the teaching staff in a Commercial 
Institution shall be a pass in the K.G.T.E. or M.G.T.E. Higher or its 
equivalent in the concerned subject/subjects or K.G.T.E. or M.G.T.E. 
Lower or its equivalent with at least three years experience in any of the 
branches of study proved by documentary evidence . 

EFFECTIVE Date 
The Code of Regulations shall come into force with effect from the date 
of order. Existing Recogn :sed Institutions will be given one year s time 
after the date of order to come to the standard stipulated in this order. 
However, the teachers who have been exempted from the minimum qua i 
fication prior to the date of this crder will continue to enjoy such exemption . 


Kerala Gazette No. 33 dated 24th August 1971. 
PART III 

NOTIFICATION 
No. Ex. E2-22286 /71. 

5 : h August 1971 . 
Diploma Examination in Civil and Rural Engineering Course 

of the Rural Institute, Tavanur , November 1971 
It is hereby notificd that the following Diploma Examinations in Civil 
and Rural Engineering Course of the Rural Institute , T. vanur will be 
conducted in November 1971, as per the time table furnished below . 

1. First Year Diploma Examination in Civil and Rural Engincering . 
2. Second Year Diploma Examination in Civil and Rural Engineering . 

3. Final Year (Third Year) Diploma Examination in Civil and Rural 
Engineering 

Rural Institute , Tavanur will be the Centre for the examination and 
the Director of the Institute will be the Chief Superintendent for the conduct 
of the examinations. 

Candidates who have undergone the prescribed course satisfactorily in 
the Rural Institute , Tavanur and who have secured the prescribed minimum 
attendance i. e. 80 % alone are eligible to appear for the examinations. 
However necessary condonation for the shortage in attendance can be obia 
ined for valid reasons from the competent authority . The minimun 
attendance is compulsory in respect of lectures, practical field work and 
extension . The Director of hc Institute may see that the above conditions 
are satisfied by the candidates presented for the examinations. 

Rate of Fee for the Examinations as fixed as follows.- 
First Year Diploma Examination Wholc Examination Rs. 30 
Do. One Subject 

Rs. 15 
Second Year Diploma Examination Wholc Examination Rs. 35 
Do. One Subject 

Rs. 20 
Final Year ( Third Year Diploma) 
Fxamination 

Whole Examination Rs. 10 
Do. One Subject 

Rs. 20 
Fine for late remittance of 
Examination fee 

Re. 1 
Ice for the Examinations should be remitted into a Governinent 
Treasury or in a State Bank under the lead of Account XXII F (d ) (i) . 
Remittance of examination fees in a Treasury or State Bank outside the Siato 
of Kerala may be credited to the Head of Account inder XVIIF (d ) ( ) 
1.S.S.A. to the Kerala State . 

Fees from the pupil candidates may le collected by the Director of the 
Institute and remitted into the Treasury or State Bank under the Head 
XXU (2 ) (i) in one chalan in the name : the Director de cris : 

01920 
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chalan reccipt forwarded with the nominallists of candidates presented for 
the Examinations. Separate remittance should be made in case of candidates 
appearing for the First and Second Year Examination simultaneously. 
Separate application may also be obtained in favour of such candidates along 
with separate nomi al list. The list may be prepared as follows. 

(1) Ist Year candidates ( 2 ) 2nd Year candidates ( 3 ) Final Year 
candidates (4) Ist Year candidates relating to those candidates appearing 
for 1st and 2nd Year simultaneously (5 ) 2nci Ycar candidates relating to 
those candidates appearing for 1st and 2nd Year simultaneously . 

The fee for Mark list may also be collected from the candidates at the 
rate of Rs. 3 from each candidate along with the Examination fee . The 
amount for Mark list should be remitted under the Head of account 
XXII F (d ) (vi) (i) in a separate chalan. Thc orginal chalan receipt may be 
forwarded to this office with a statement showing the names of candidates on 
whose behalf the amount has been reinitted for mark Jist. 


On no account the Examination fees be sent to this office in cash or 
cheque or money order or in any other form . Amount remitted as examina 
tion fees will not be refunded orjadjusted towards a subsequent Examination . 

Last dates for remittance of fee without fine and with fine and the last 
dale of receipt of Nominal list and chalan in the Office of the Commissione 
for Government Examinations are fixed as follows: 
Last date for remittance of fee without fine 

31-8-1971 
Last date for remittance of (ce with fine 

9.9.1971 
Last date for receipt of nominal list of pupil candidates 

and applications of private candidates in the Office of 
the Coinmissioner for Government Examinations 15-9-1971 


Ifa can lidate who has been assigned Register Number desires to cancel 
his candidature for the Examination he should submit an application to 
the Commissioner for Governnient Examinations, Trivandrum duly recomm 
ended by the Head of the Institution before the date of commencement 
of the Examination . Partial appearance will be treated as chance. 
Candidature will not be cancelled if a candidate has actualy appeared in any 
paper for the Examination . 

Practical tests will be conducted after or before the written Examination . 
The Time Table for the Practical Tesi will be drawn by the Director of the 
Institute in consultation with the Examiners who will be appointed for the 
conduct of the Practical Test. Hall Tickets of the candidates will be issued 
by the Chief Superintendent of the Centre at least three days before the 
comencement of the Examination . 
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Time Table 
FIRST, SECOND AND FINAL YEAR DIPLOMA IN CIVIL AND 
RURAL ENGINEERING , RURAL INSTITUTE , 

TAVANUR - NOVEMBER 1971, 
Day and date Time 

Subjects 
Monday 9 a.m. to 12 Noon 

1. Mathematics ( 1st Year) 
8-11-1971 

2. Applicd Mechanics 

(Final Year ) 
2 p.m. lo 5 p.m. Applied Mechanics 

(2nd Year ) 
Tuesday 9 a.m. to 12 Ncon 

Chemistry ( Ist Year) 
9-11-1971 9 a.m. to lp.m. 

Drawing and Detailing 

(Final Year) 
2 p.m. to 5 p.m. 

Hydraulics ( 2nd Year) 
Wednesday 9am . to 12 Noon 

1. Physics (1st Year) 
10-11-1971 

2. Estimating and Costing 

Final Year) 
2 p.m. to 5 p.in. 

Mechanical Engincci ing 

( 2nd Year) 
Thursday 9 a.m. to 12 Noon 

1. Afechanics ( 1st Year) 
11-11-1971 

2. Surveying (Final Year) 
2 p.m. to 5 p.m. 

Electrical Engineering 

(2nd Year) 
Friday 9 a.m. to 12 Noon 

1. English (1st Year) 
12-11-1971 

2. Details of construction 

(Fial Year) 
2 p.m to 5 p.in. 

Civil Engineering 

(2nd Year! 
Monday 9 a.m. to 12 Noon 

Community Development and 
15-11-1971 

Extension ( 1st Year 

Irrigatio: (Final Year ) 
2 p.m. to 5 pm . 

Surveying 2nd Year ) 
Tuesday 9 a.m. to 12 Noon 

Surveyirg (1st Year) 
16-11-1971 

Rords, Railways and Bridges 

( Final Ycar 
2 p.m.to 5 p.m. 

Engineering waterials 

(2nci Year 
Wednesday 9 a.m. 10 lp.m. 

Engineering Drawing 
17-11-1971 

( Ist Year 
9 a.m. to 12 Noon 

Public Health Engincering 

(Final Year 
2 p.m. to 5 p.m. 

Community Development and 

Extension (2nd Year ) 
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Subtects 


Tinie 


Day and date 


9 a.m. to 12 Noon 


Thursday 
18-11-1971 


Overseers duties, Accounts & 
Community Developments 

(Final Year) 
Engineering Drawing 

(2nd Year) 


9 a.m. 1o 1 p.in. 


The above time table will be strictly followed as published eventhough 
after the publication of it a holiday is declared on any day of the Examina 
tion . The Examination should not under any circumstances be stopped 
without the orders of the Commissioner for Government Examinations. 


Office of the Commissioner for 
Government Examinations, 

Trivandrum - 14 . 


P. LAKSAMANAN NAIR , 
Secretary to the Commissioner 
for Government Exuminations. 


FORM OF APPLICATION (PRIVATE CANDIDATES ONLY) 
Application for Admission to the Diploma Examination in 
Civil and Rural Engineering - Rural Institute , 

Tayapur - November 1971 
1. Name of Centre of Examination 
2. Name of Examinatio 

( Year, Branch , First, Second or 

Final Year ) 
3. Name of candidate (in block letters 

as in the S. S. L. C.) 
4. Date of birth (in words) and figures 

as in the S. S. L. C. 
5. Male or Female 
6. Religion 

Community if backware 
7. Address in full 
3. Rcgist Number and Year of Reg . No. Year Group passed 

previous appearances noting 
the groups if any passel. 
Whole Etamin stion or promp in 

hich the candidate now appears . 
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10. Amount of fee remitted , Chalan 

number and date and name of 

Treasury . 
11. Register Number and Year of the 

Diploma Examination passed 
if any . 


Signature of the Candidate . 


Station . 
Date . 


CERTIFICATE 


Certified that the entries in the application made by the candidate have 
been carefully verified and found correct with this office records. 
Station . 

Signature of the Director. 
Date . 

(Seal of the Institution ) 


N. B .-- Separate application should be forwarded, in case of candi 

dates appearing for the 1st and 2nd year simultaneously . 
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